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There is nothing more difficult to take in hand, more perilous to conduct, or more uncertain in its 
success, than to take the lead in the introduction of a new order of things.  
(Niccolò Machiavelli, The Prince) 
Management is about human beings, therefore, ethics is inherent to managerial practice.  
(Peter Drucker, 1990) 
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Management Summary 
 
Today, organizational change is a necessary if not crucial competency for any organization, 
both public and private. Nevertheless, many change trajectories continue to fail or do not 
achieve the desired results. This seems hardly surprising, since organizational change often 
involves complex decisions, with ethical implications that require careful decision-making. 
Change managers are increasingly faced with ethical dilemmas. Knowing how to handle 
these has become an important competence for the change success. All though much 
research has been done on the factors that influence the process of decision-making, no 
research has been done yet on the effect of change paradigms on the ethical decision-making 
of change managers. This study therefore focuses on the question whether change paradigms 
influence change managers' decision-making in their dealings with ethical dilemmas that 
arise in organizational change. 
Analysis of the generated survey data shows that in just four (20%) out of the twenty cases 
(dilemma questions) a statistically significant variance can be determined between the 
various dominant change paradigms. In particular change paradigms Yellow and Blue (cf. 
De Caluwé & Vermaak, 2010) frequently appear to deviate from the other paradigms by 
either presenting a stronger or a contrary opinion. Although each dilemma question pair 
positively correlated, this unfortunately proved inadequate to deliver consistent, reliable 
summated scales due to low Cronbach’s Alpha scores. 
However, 11 out of 20 cases (dilemma questions) (55%) confirmed a statistically significant 
relationship between change paradigms in general and the respondents ethical choices. This 
relationship appears to be linear, in some cases positive, in others negative. Because the 
scales on which the dilemmas were measured proved insufficiently reliable, no further 
studies on the causality were attempted. However, what was attempted, was to find a 
relation between the descriptives and the change paradigms and between the descriptives 
and the dilemma questions. 
As it turns out, most respondents from the sample population carry Green as their dominant 
change paradigm, followed by Red en White. What is striking is that only 3% of respondents 
have a preference for Blue and an equal 3% seems to prefer Yellow, these traditionally being 
the most commonly used styles in the public sector. No significant differences between 
respondents were established based on gender, age, working years, education and 
religion/beliefs. Experience (job) and BMC service years do show to be significant influencing 
factors and are presumably closely related. It appears that when one's experience as a 
consultant increases, Blue becomes  a less dominant change paradigm in one’s repertoire. 
White, on the contrary, becomes a more dominant change paradigm. 
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The results being very modest, might seem to point at the ambiguity of the dilemma 
questions, the dilemma tension and the level of influence of the different change paradigms 
in one's repertoire alongside the dominant change paradigm. On the other hand sufficient 
signals have been found that invite to further research into the influence of change 
paradigms on individual ethical decision-making, especially with respect to dealing with 
ethical dilemmas. 
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1 Introduction 
 
This introductory chapter outlines the topic of the present research. First the background and 
rationale for this research are described. Then the relevance of this study, its aim and the 
research questions are addressed, after which the central concepts of this research are 
introduced. Finally, the research model of the overall structure of the research and the thesis 
outline will conclude this chapter. 
1.1 Background and rationale for the research 
“Changing organizations is like updating and upgrading computers” (Homan, 2005, p. 11). It 
is something one has to do in order to stay up to date and not be overtaken by events. 
Organizations need to be flexible and able to respond to change in their internal and external 
organizational environment (cf. Nijhof & Fisscher, 1997; Lüscher & Lewis, 2008). Change 
may lead to new opportunities, but also brings uncertainty, long working hours and 
tensions. Often substantial investment is required, as well as working under great time 
pressure (cf. Homan, 2005, p. 12). This “ensures that effective change management has 
become an increasingly critical organizational competence” (Homan, 2005, p. 12; cf. Burnes , 
2005). 
International study notes, however, that more than seventy percent of organizational change 
does not achieve the intended results (Beer & Nohria, 2000; Boonstra, 2000; Grün, 2002; 
Burnes, 2005). Ten Have, Ten Have and Janssen (2009) refine this picture though for the 
various types of change, but failure rates remain substantial nonetheless. Managing 
organizational change proves to be a difficult task and is often associated with complicated 
decisions. For example, which “flight path” does one choose? Will the change be centrally 
managed (planned-monovocal), or rather participatory (planned-polyvocal)? Does one 
facilitate spontaneous, emergent processes in small groups deep within the organization 
(spontaneous-polyvocal) or rather at organizational level (spontaneous-monovocal) (Homan, 
2005; De Caluwé & Vermaak, 2010)? Which approach is most effective given the situation? 
Given the complexity and far reaching consequences for those involved, organizational 
change asks for careful decision-making. According to Nijhof (1999), this not just means 
careful judgment, but also requires a concernful attitude of decision makers. The statement 
"And, what reorganization do you work for?” (J. Peters cited in Homan, 2005, p. 1), makes 
clear with an ironic undertone that change has become a common phenomenon in today’s  
organizations. This, however,  includes the danger that decision-making becomes routine, 
where change managers hardly make conscious deliberations regarding the underlying 
grounds (Nijhof, 1999). 
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The municipality of The Haque is working on its biggest cutback operation in history. Per 
2014, the cost of the administrative apparatus will be reduced by 48 million Euros, which de 
facto is the equivalent to a downsizing of 1.050 FTE’s1 .  This major operation will be 
accompanied by profound implications and presumably will deeply affect the lives of 
people. Colleagues will lose their jobs, teams will be disbanded, people will be forced to 
accept other positions or should apply for their old jobs. Such changes are also felt 'outside 
the office hours'. They have an impact on both the working and the private lives of 
employees and their confidence, motivation and commitment to the organization.  
It is evident that this will not leave the change managers indifferent who facilitate this 
organizational change. They bear the responsibility to promote the organization's interests, 
yet, at the same time they are also faced with the turmoil caused for the employees involved 
(cf. Nijhof, 1999). Change managers, therefore, may be faced with tough ethical dilemmas. 
This is where we enter the fascinating research domain of business ethics. 
Business ethics can rejoice itself the last decades in the increasing attention from both 
industry practitioners and public administration, as from the academic world (McHugh, 
1988; Freeman, 1991; Werhane & Freeman, 1999; Karssing, 2007; De George, 2006; Jeurissen, 
2007; Freeman, 2008; Melé, 2009). For a long period of time business and ethics were sought 
to separate from each other (cf. Karssing, 2007; Melé, 2009; Sonenshein, 2009). According to 
the so called "Separation Thesis", business decisions should be exclusively based on 
empirical facts, which were regarded value free. Ethical decisions, by contrast, were 
regarded as prescriptive statements that were added to neutral empirical-descriptive facts. 
One thing would actually have nothing to do with the other (Freeman, 2008).  
Ethics, however, is an aspect intrinsic to managerial practice, simply because management is 
about people (Drucker, 1990; cf. Ghoshal, 2005; Freeman, 2008). Scandals in the past and the 
recent banking and euro crisis (Sonenshein, 2009; O'Mahoney, 2010; Melé, 2009) do indeed 
realize that reality is different. Increasingly less people view business and ethics as two 
separate realities (Karssing, 2007). Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) has gained 
acknowledgement in today’s business industry. From the academic world efforts are made to 
elaborate a more "humanistic” management, in which economic and managerial principles 
are rethought from a humanistic point of view, in which man no longer is narrowed down to 
a “homo oeconomicus”, a reduced one dimensional  economic model of himself (cf. Melé, 
2008; Melé, 2009; Melé, 2010; Spitzeck, 2011; Acevedo, 2011; Melé, Argandoña, Sanchez-
Runde, 2011). 
Decision-making is one of the main dimensions of managerial practice, irrespective of the 
organization (Melé, 2010). In recent years, the significance of moral issues and responsibility 
has increased worldwide (Melé, Argandoña & Sanchez-Runde, 2011; Kujala, Lämsä & 
Pentillä, 2011; Jeurissen, 2007). Decisions must be taken, and issues and dilemmas resolved in 
                                                     
1 Binnenlands Bestuur, Issue 3, February 17th, 2012, p. 20 
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the interest of the organization and its employees. Ethical dilemmas arise in every 
organization, regardless of whether it concerns a public or private organization (cf. Karssing, 
2007; Trompenaar, 2002). The development of moral competencies turns out to be of 
increasing importance to the success of organizations and the people who work there 
(Karssing, 2007). The question in this study is, how change managers’ dominant change 
paradigm influences their dealings with ethical dilemmas. Can a relationship between the 
two be established? 
1.2 Relevance of the study 
1.2.1 Theoretical interest 
Change paradigms seem influential with regard to decision-making and therefore with 
regard to dealing with ethical dilemmas. Westra & Van de Vliert (1989) have studied the 
values associated with management consultants’ ideal advisory styles and the extent to 
which the importance of those values is associated with their preferred working styles. Their 
conclusions imply that change management is highly personal. They found that although 
diverse, the ideal advisory styles correlated with dominant values. Westra and Van der Vliert 
associate the approach of the change manager to what he reckons is right. This means that in 
addition to the specific decision-making context, the values a management consultant holds 
seem decisive for his approach (cf. De Caluwé & Vermaak, 2010).  
Over the past fifty years extensive research has been conducted on factors that influence 
ethical decision-making (cf. Gunia, Wang, Huang, Wang & Murnighan, 2012; Casali, 2010). 
Based on nearly 400 articles from literature (1962-2010), on factors influencing ethical 
decision-making, Casali (2010) developed a taxonomy comprising four main categories 
based on the nature of the factors: 
Main category Influencing factors 
Ethics Philosophy and Value Orientation (Egoism, Utilitarian, Virtue Ethics, Deontology) 
 
Individual Age, Gender, Nationality, Group/Peer, Moral Development, Professional Experience, 
Job Satisfaction, Education, Personal Values, Religion, Ethical Training 
 
Organizational Code of Ethics/Conduct, Rewards and Sanctions, Organizational Climate and Culture, 
Referent Groups, Training, Industry Type, Organizational Size 
 
External Political/Legal, Economic, Social/Demographical, Technical, Environmental, 
Competition 
 
Table 1 Factors influencing managerial ethical decison-making (cf. Casali, 2010) 
Remarkably, Casali’s extensive literature review does not note any scientific research on the 
influence of change paradigms on the decision-making process. Therefore a clear gap on this 
matter is located in literature. 
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1.2.2 Social significance 
In recent years the focus on the integrity of politicians, company executives and consultants 
has become a "trending topic" due to a succession of scandals and crises, as mentioned 
(O'Mahoney, 2010; Melé, 2009; Casali, 2010). Consequently, organizations are challenged by a 
worldwide demand to take social responsibility (Jeurissen, 2007). This applies to 
governments as much if not more. 
Organizational change – be it private or public – continually goes hand in hand with ethical 
issues (cf. Woodall, 1996). The change manager therefore is inevitably confronted with 
ethical issues and dilemmas during the change process (cf. Sonenshein, 2009). Woodall 
points out that “The role of change agents, and above all the process whereby a [...] change is 
introduced, are surrounded by ethical dilemmas. These do not just concern the inherent 
worth of the exercise or its benefit to the organization. They also include the impact on 
individual motivation to comply and above all the infringement of individual autonomy, 
privacy, self-esteem, and equitable treatment”(1996, p. 35). 
According to Trompenaar (2002), (change) managers are increasingly confronted with 
dilemmas. His research shows that the competence to resolve dilemmas is of great 
importance to change managers, even the most important characteristic that distinguishes 
successful from less successful leaders. Lee (2011) too asserts that her findings underline the 
relevance of handling ethical dilemmas successfully to managers’ experience and the 
potential impact on the way they perform their role. Moreover, as Karssing (2007) claims, 
developing moral competencies becomes increasingly important for the success of 
organizations and the people who work there. 
1.3 Aim of the research and research questions 
1.3.1 Aim of this research 
Little is known about the influence of change paradigms on the way change managers deal 
with ethical dilemmas. The present research aims to explore and establish a possible 
relationship between the two. 
1.3.2 Research questions 
The possible relation between change paradigms and change managers’ dealings with ethical 
dilemmas is examined with the following research question: 
"How do dominant change paradigms influence change managers’ decision-making in 
their dealings with ethical dilemmas that arise in organizational change?" 
Literature research: 
Sub-question 1. What change paradigms can be identified? 
Sub-question 2. What ethical dilemmas arise in organizational change according to literature? 
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Empirical research: 
Sub-question 3. Can a relationship be established between (dominant) change paradigms and the way 
change managers manage ethical dilemmas?  
1.4 Central concepts 
Business ethics: “These are moral principles or beliefs about what is right or wrong. These 
beliefs guide managers and others in organizations in their dealings with other individuals, 
groups and organizations, and provide a basis for deciding whether behaviour is socially 
responsible” (Burnes, 2009a, p. 593) 
Change managers (or change agents): “These are people responsible for directing, organizing or 
facilitating change in organizations” (Burnes, 2009a, p. 593). 
Decision-making: “(decision from Latin decidere "to decide, determine," literally "to cut off," 
from de- "off" and caedere "to cut") can be regarded as the mental processes resulting in the 
selection of a course of action among several alternative scenarios. Every decision making 
process produces a final choice. The output can be an action or an opinion of choice” (see 
en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Decision_making). 
Ethical dilemma: “A good-versus-good issue, where a choice must be made from multiple 
alternatives that may not be co-opted for, although for each alternative are good reasons to 
give” (Karssing, 2007, p. 93). 
Paradigm: “This is a way of looking at and interpreting the world, a framework of basic 
assumptions, theories and models that are commonly and strongly accepted and shared 
within a particular field of activity at a particular point in time” (Burnes, 2009a, p. 600). 
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1.5 Research model 
The research process of this study can be depicted in the following research model (see 
Figure 1): 
 
Figure 1 Research Model 
1.6 Thesis outline 
The outline of the research is described in this last paragraph of Chapter 1. In Chapter 2, a 
theoretical framework is elaborated which provides the background for this research, as well 
as a description of the dependent and independent variables. The literature questions, sub-
question 1 en sub-question 2, are addressed and a conceptual model is presented. In Chapter 
3, the methodology of this research is presented. In order to examine the possible 
relationship between change paradigms and the way change managers handle ethical 
dilemmas, a questionnaire is developed and the reasoning behind the methodology is 
discussed. The results of the questionnaire and their analysis are subsequently elaborated in 
Chapter 4. Finally, in Chapter 5, conclusions are drawn and the main research question is 
answered. The chapter will be concluded by addressing the limitations of this research and 
the indications for further research. 
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2 Theoretical framework 
 
Since the background and the research questions of this study have been introduced in 
Chapter 1, in this second chapter the theoretical framework is elaborated. What follows are 
three paragraphs that will provide the building blocks for a conceptual model from which 
the empirical research will be carried out. In paragraph 2.2 and paragraph 2.3, the literature 
questions 1 and 2 are addressed. Paragraph 2.1 however begins with a brief introduction on 
organizational change and ethical decision-making. 
2.1 Organizational change and ethical decision-making 
Organizational change has always been associated with ethical issues and often carries far 
reaching consequences for people, planet and profit (cf. Leanna & Rousseau, 2000; Nijhof, 
1999; Melé, 2009). This includes issues like the legitimacy of organizational changes, the 
consequences for employees (Sonenshein, 2009; Nijhof, 1999), the preferred change approach 
and the target group (Bhaskar, Bhal, Venkata Ratnam, 2003), conflicting responsibilities of 
the change manager (Nijhof, 1999; Bhaskar, Bhal, Venkata Ratnam, 2003), manipulation and 
coercion (White and Wooten, 1983; Burnes, 2009b), the role of change manager (Lee, 2011; 
Woodall, 1996) and for example the ethical outcomes of the change process (Woodall, 1996). 
Until the late 1970s ethics formed a significant part of the developed approaches to 
organizational change. The Planned change tradition of Kurt Lewin and the Organization 
Development movement included a firm ethical foundation to their approach (Woodall, 
1996; Burnes, 2009b). With the arrival of the emergent change approaches from the 1980s, the 
concern for the ethical aspects of organizational change seem to disappear (Burnes, 2009b). 
This was inter alia reflected in the education of change managers during those years 
(Woodall, 1996; Drake & Drake, 1988). It is said that the exercise of power and politics in the 
emergent approach even appears to exclude ethical considerations (cf. Burnes, 2009b). 
However, some believe we are presently on the doorstep of a new era in which a shift will 
take place from a focus on profit-maximization to an emphasis on more socially responsible 
behaviour (cf. Melé, 2009; Spitzeck, 2011; Acevedo, 2012). 
Individual decision-making processes play a central role in socially responsible behaviour 
(Karssing, 2007; Jeurissen, 2007) and are particularly complex human processes. These 
processes may progress according to various schemas (Jones, 1991; Sonenshein, 2009; Nijhof 
& Fisscher, 1997) and follow a  rational (Gunia, Wang, Huang, Wang & Murnighan, 2012), 
economic, moral (Jones, 1991) or strategic rationale (Nijhof & Fisscher, 1997). 
Over the past decades various ethical decision-making frameworks have been developed to 
improve comprehension of the ethical decision-making process (Rest, 1986; Treviño, 1986; 
Jones, 1991). These approaches share the commonality that the process of ethical decision-
making is largely happening “inside” an individual decision-maker and that behaviour is 
primarily determined by the individual himself. The decision-maker reacts to an ethical issue 
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emerging in his environment as some sort of external object that exists outside and 
independent of the individual and is judged accordingly by him (Sonenshein, 2009; Jones, 
1991). In this perspective the  individual decision-making process is proceeding in various 
stages and often includes some stage of ethical judgment (cf. Jones, 1991; Rest, 1986; 
Dubinsky & Loken, 1989). 
Illustrative of this approach to ethical decision-making is Jones’ (1991) well-known Issue-
Contingent Model of Ethical Decision-Making in Organizations based on Rest (1986) and 
social cognition theories: 
 
 
Although Jones (1991) displays merely single factors here which influence the moral 
decision-making process, in the past fifty years extensive research has been conducted on 
factors that influence ethical decision-making (cf. Gunia, Wang, Huang, Wang & Murnighan, 
2012; Casali, 2010). The extent to which these factors influence the decision-making processes 
varies and proves to be context dependent (Casali, 2010). Based on nearly 400 articles from 
literature (1962-2010) on factors influencing ethical decision-making, Casali (2010) developed 
a taxonomy comprising four main categories based on the nature of the factors (see Table 1). 
Casali contends that these four categories encompass all of the possible influencing factors 
concerning ethical decision-making. In the context of this research, however, it is remarkable 
Recognize 
Moral Issue 
Make Moral 
Judgment 
Establish 
Moral Intent 
Engage in 
Moral 
Behaviour 
Moral Intensity: 
Magnitude of Consequences 
Social Consensus 
Probability of Effect 
Temporal Immediacy 
Proximity 
Concentration of Effect 
Organzational Factors: 
Group Dynamics 
Authority Factors 
Socialization Processes 
 
 
Environment 
Figure 2 Model of Ethical Decision Making (adapted and extended from Jones, 1991, p. 379) 
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that Casali’s extensive literature review did not note any scientific research on the influence 
of change paradigm on the individual decision-making process. 
The social-constructionist approach takes a different stance and assumes that ethical issues 
are not independent of the individual, but are created by meaning construction between 
individuals (Sonenshein, 2009; Weick, 1995). In this perspective behaviour and thus ethical 
decision-making is not primarily determined by and within an individual but in the 
interaction with others (Weick, 1995). Sonenshein (2009) shows that sense-making processes 
are decisive for the subsequent judgment phase, which immediately precede it. He argues 
that the cognitive work is mainly done when individuals try to make sense of ambiguous 
issues, followed by a moral judgment based primarily on affective reactions to their 
construction of meaning (Sonenshein, 2007). Sonenshein (2009) subsequently developed a 
theory of emerging ethical issues, which explains how some employees during his research 
reinterpreted strategic issues causing the ethical dimension of a strategic issue to become 
more salient. 
Conclusion 
Individual decision-making plays a central role in socially responsible behaviour in 
organizational change. Decision-making processes are complex human processes that 
progress according to various schemas en phases. Jones’s (1991) model of ethical decision-
making is exemplary for frameworks that approach these processes as happening inside the 
decision-maker. From a social-constructionist perspective, Sonenshein (2009) points at the 
crucial influence of sense-making on the decision-making process and the interaction with 
others. Casali’s (2010) taxonomy of influencing factors displays an extensive amount of 
influencing factors that play a role in the process depending on the context. Change 
paradigms, however, are not included, so a gap can be identified in literature. In this 
research the focus is not on the decision-making process itself. Therefore, this paragraph 
mainly serves as background information. 
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2.2 Change paradigms 
Paragraph 2.2 seeks to answer the first literature-based sub-question (see paragraph 1.3). 
SQ1. What change paradigms can be identified? 
With Bernard Burnes in “Managing Change” (2010) a paradigm can be understood as “a way 
of looking at and interpreting the world, a framework of basic assumptions, theories and 
models that are commonly and strongly accepted and shared within a particular field of 
activity at a particular point in time” (Burnes, 2009a, p. 600). A change paradigm can thus be 
described as a framework of basic assumptions, theories and models, that concerns the 
particular field of organizational change. Organizational change for its part can therefore be 
defined in various ways, depending on one’s framework or one’s change paradigm (cf. De 
Caluwé & Vermaak, 2010).  
Over the last decades several change paradigms have been developed (Burnes, 2009a). 
Traditionally change paradigms are differentiated in planned and emergent change 
paradigms (Weick & Quinn, 1999; Burnes, 2005, 2009a; Cummings & Worley, 2001; Homan, 
2005). But more ways to typify change paradigms have been suggested. Here the four most 
well-known categorizations in organizational change are introduced against the historical 
background of this discipline.  
Until the early 1980s, Planned change paradigms were particularly dominant in 
organizational change (Burnes, 2005, 2009a; Cozijnsen & Vrakking. 2003). The origins of this 
movement go back to the diffusion and adoption theories that were developed from the 
1920s (cf. Wilson, 1927). Through correlation studies was examined which factors affected 
the time of diffusion and acceptance of innovations by individuals and organizations. 
Change managers proved to be of significant influence on the diffusion and adoption 
behaviour, in particular of individuals (Cozijnsen & Vrakking, 2003). 
From the 1950s the Planned change-tradition made an effort to build on the foundation of the 
diffusion and adoption theories (Cozijnsen & Vrakking, 2003). Planned change aimed at 
improving the operation and effectiveness of the human side of the organization. This was 
done by means of participative, group based change programmes (Burnes, 2005). As did its 
precursor, the Planned change movement recognized that acceptance of change by 
individual employees and organizations was key to the success of the change and that this 
could be enhanced through targeted control. They moreover developed the planned 
character of change and made use of insights from several disciplines like psychotherapy, 
learning theory and group dynamics (Cozijnsen & Vrakking, 2003; Burnes, 2005).  
The social-psychologist Kurt Lewin (1951) may be regarded as the founding father of the 
Planned change-tradition with his fundamental model for change. Besides the well-known 3-
step model of change (Unfreezing - Movement - Refreezing), Lewin’s approach consisted of 
field theory, group dynamics and action research. The Organization Development 
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movement carried on to elaborate this planned approach in the 1950s and 1960s as Lewin’s 
work became the heart of Organization Development (Cummings & Worley, 2001; Burnes, 
2009b). 
As of the 1980s the Emergent approaches arose (Burnes, 2005). Its proponents were critical of 
Planned change. Against the background of the oil crisis in the 1970s, the emergence of Japan 
and the economic crisis in the western world in the early 1980s, organizations were 
challenged to change rapidly (Peters & Waterman, 1982). In the eyes of its critics, however, 
Planned change no longer seemed adequate, because of its slow and participative nature. In 
addition, the change models used in the Planned change tradition, were portrayed by some 
as simplistic (Kanter, Stein & Jick, 1992). 
The proponents of Emergent organizational change regard organizational change as 
“ongoing accommodations, adaptations, and alterations that produce fundamental change 
without a priori intentions to do so”(Weick, 2000, p. 237). According to Weick “emergent 
change occurs when people re-accomplish routines and when they deal with contingencies, 
breakdowns, and opportunities in everyday work. Much of this change goes unnoticed, 
because small alternations are lumped together as noise in otherwise uneventful inertia” (p. 
237).  
These views on the character of organizational change were underpinning the Emergent 
approaches. New models arose; for example the incremental model of change, the 
punctuated equilibrium model and the continuous transformation model (Burnes, 2005). 
According to the latter, organizations require to develop the competence to reform 
themselves continuously in a fundamental manner, in order to survive. Complexity theory is 
an important aspect of this approach (Stacey, 1995). Figure 3 places the competing 
approaches (“flight paths”) in schema. Planned and Emergent change are distinguished on 
the horizontal dimension (the x-axis). Monovocality and polyvocality are distinguished on 
the vertical dimension (the y-axis) and refer to the dominance of one single view in the 
organization or the existence of multiple views in the organization that strive for domination.    
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Figure 3 Flight Paths of Organizational Change (adapted from Homan, 2005, p. 27) 
 
Beside the paradigms of Planned and Emergent change, based on the nature of change, 
change has also been categorized on other dimensions of analysis. 
Well-known are Van de Ven & Poole’s (1995) ideal-typical process models of organizational 
change. Van de Ven & Poole introduced two dimensions of analysis of organizational 
change: its mode of change (prescribed or constructive change) and its unit of change (single 
or multiple entities) to distinguish four ideal-typical theories of change. These four change 
paradigms (Evolution, Life cycle, Dialectic and Teleology) in fact aim to explain how and 
why change unfolds in social entities. 
Another well-known example is Weick & Quinn’s (1999) distinction in Episodic and 
Continuous Change. The former being episodic, intermittent and discontinuous; the latter 
continuous, incremental and evolving. The focus in these paradigms lies on a different 
dimension of analysis: its tempo of change. According to Weick & Quinn “the contrast 
between Episodic and Continuous change reflects differences in the perspective of the 
observer” (p. 2). This applies of course to any change paradigm. 
That being said, it certainly applies to the change paradigms distinguished by De Caluwé & 
Vermaak (2010). De Caluwé & Vermaak established five distinct paradigms of organizational 
change, and labelled each of them with a specific colour (De Caluwé & Vermaak’s colour 
thinking: Yellow, Blue, Red, Green and White). Table 2 presents the five change paradigms 
organized by De Caluwé & Vermaak according to the five components of Dunphy (1996). 
  
Planned 
change 
Emergent 
change 
Monovocality 
Polyvocality 
The classically 
planned change 
trajectories 
Spontaneous  
changes  
at organizational 
level 
Participative 
change 
Locally arising  
changes 
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 Yellowprint Blueprint Redprint Greenprint Whiteprint 
1. Metaphor - political systems 
- instruments for 
domination 
- machines - cultures - organism 
- brain 
- flux and 
transformation 
- psychic prison 
2. Analytical 
diagnostic 
model 
- sources of power 
-Action theory 
- Force field 
analysis 
- Pareto principle 
- division of labor 
principles  
- portfolio analysis 
- skills/talents 
- situational 
management 
- culture 
characterizations 
- Levels of learning 
- Double loop 
learning 
- The 
organizational 
iceberg 
- biographical 
insight 
- optimal level of 
conflict 
- autonomous 
development 
3. Ideal 
model for the 
organization 
- weighing of 
interests 
- channeling of 
power 
- orchestrated 
decision-making 
- clear strategy 
- coordinated 
implementation in 
work processes 
- research-based 
working 
- cooperation 
- care and 
community 
- attention and 
respect 
- flexible / 
adaptable 
organization 
- knowledge based 
- learning at work / 
on the job 
- spontaneous, 
natural evolution 
- empowerment 
- individuals in 
self-created 
networks 
Criterion for 
success  
- support 
- convergence of 
goals 
- efficiency 
- effectiveness 
- commitment/ 
involvement 
- ambience 
- reflexivity 
- new insights 
- self-direction 
- energy 
4. 
Intervention 
theory 
Politicizing / 
democratizing e.g. 
by  
- defining elite,  
- formalizing 
informal market  
- negotiating   
Rationalizing / 
stabilizing e.g. by 
- measuring 
- explicit goals 
- designing and 
planning 
Humanizing / 
motivate e.g. by 
- social activity 
- teambuilding 
- sanctions and 
reward 
Learning / 
explicating 
e.g. by  
- experimenting 
- reflecting 
- action learning  
Dynamizing e.g. 
by 
- Dialogue / sense 
giving 
- personal 
transformation 
- innovation and 
break through  
5. Role of the 
change agent 
- able to close deals 
- using own 
power/authority 
- sensitive to 
processes of power 
- able to come up 
with and 
implement best 
solution 
- expert on content 
- analytical and 
performance 
driven 
- can help engage 
and motivate 
- good at 
communication 
and teamwork 
- social awareness / 
heart for people 
- can design and 
facilitate learning 
environments 
- uses here and 
now for 
experiential 
learning 
- curious and 
coaching 
- can identify 
patterns and 
catalyze movement 
- gets on well with 
paradoxes and 
ambiguities 
- confident and 
straightforward 
Table 2 Change Paradigms according to De Caluwé & Vermaak (2010, p. 366-367) 
The overview table briefly summarizes five ways of thinking about organizational change. 
According to Dunphy (1996), any comprehensive theory of change contains at least the five 
components specified in the table. De Caluwé & Vermaak’s colour thinking (2010) meets 
these criteria as they themselves note (p. 368). For a more detailed explanation on colour 
thinking and other change paradigms is referred to the literature in this field. 
Conclusion 
Literature sub-question 1 is answered in this paragraph. The concept of change paradigms is 
explained. Subsequently four well-known change paradigms have been introduced. In the 
context of building the theoretical framework, De Caluwé & Vermaak’s (2010) change 
paradigms will be applied in the further course of this research. Their approach is opted for, 
because it appears to be the most differentiated and best operationalized approach of the 
four mentioned. Plus, this approach is expected to reflect the perception of the survey 
population best. 
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2.3 Ethical dilemmas in organizational change 
Change paradigms or change approaches are based on values  and norms (Lee, 2011; Burnes, 
2009b; Westra & Van der Vliert, 1989). Organizational change therefore relates to business 
ethics, ethical issues and ethical dilemmas. In this paragraph the focus lies on the latter in 
order to find an answer in literature on sub-question 2: 
SQ 2. What ethical dilemmas arise in organizational change according to literature? 
Major organizational changes may be accompanied by difficult ethical dilemmas (Nijhof, 
1999). Dilemmas arise when norms or values conflict or rather “compete” with each other 
(Quinn, 1988; Halbertsma, 2000). An ethical dilemma can be defined as “a situation in which 
two relevant moral norms dictate contradictory ways to act” (Jeurissen, 2007, p. 86). Or “a 
good-versus-good issue, where a choice must be made from multiple alternatives that may 
not be co-opted for, although for each alternative are good reasons to give” (Karssing, 2007, 
p. 93).  
A closer look is taken at the work of five authors who explicitly researched ethical dilemmas 
in the context of organizational change. 
Based on an extensive literature review, White & Wooten (1983) come to list five major 
categories of ethical dilemmas in organizational development (OD):  
1. Misrepresentation and collusion. 
This dilemma asks for a decision by the change manager or client organization on either 
fully representing all available information and including or excluding various parties 
involved in the organizational change trajectory. An example of misrepresentation would 
be when a change manager misrepresents his experience. Collusion occurs when for 
example outside parties are excluded for personal gain (cf. White & Wooten, 1983). 
 
2. Misuse of data 
This dilemma requires the change manager or the client organization to determine what 
information exactly is used and how it is used. Misuse of data occurs for example when 
the confidentiality of the client organization is breached or when data is distorted (cf. 
White & Wooten, 1983).  
 
3. Manipulation and coercion 
The third dilemma displays itself in the form of a decision concerning the "free will" of 
organizational stakeholders. Basically, manipulation and coercion emerge when the 
change demands the change “targets” to go against their personal values or needs 
against their own will (cf. White & Wooten, 1983).   
 
4. Value and goal conflict 
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The dilemma in this situation entails a decision concerning the suitable blend of the 
change manager’s and client organization’s values and goals as they relate to the integral 
change trajectory. Value and goal conflicts present themselves for example when a 
conflict arises concerning whose values will be maximized by the change effort or whose 
needs will be fulfilled by complying with these goals (cf. White & Wooten, 1983). 
 
5. Technical ineptness 
The dilemma of technical ineptness includes decisions by change managers and client 
organizations whether to diagnose and divulge their shortcomings regarding the 
necessary skills or whether to offer options for surmounting these shortcomings. An 
example would be a change manager lacking certain competences to diagnose social 
systems (cf. White & Wooten, 1983). 
 
Poulfelt (1997) identifies seven dilemmas frequently experienced by management 
consultants. According to Poulfelt the prevalence of dilemmas is basically due to the 
interpretation of rules and the behaviour that comes about during the performance of 
assignments.  He summarizes the following dilemmas: 
1. Maximum income versus the best solution 
The challenge is to secure the requirements on earnings on the one hand and the best 
solution on the other hand (cf. Poulfelt, 1997). 
 
2. The optimal approach versus the client’s budget 
The dilemma that is embedded here concerns the potential mismatch between the client’s 
needs and allocated resources on one side and the management consultant's proposed 
problem-solving strategy on the other side (cf. Poulfelt, 1997). 
 
3. Professional effort versus client’s interest 
According to Poulfelt the passion for professional effort or plain mechanistic problem 
solving behaviour can neglect the client's particular requirements. This evokes the 
questions of who determines what the client organization's interest actually covers, and 
who is included in the client concept (cf. Poulfelt, 1997). 
 
4. Client needs versus organizational needs 
If a mismatch arises between the interests of various organizational stakeholders in a 
particular change trajectory, several ethical dilemmas may emerge (cf. Poulfelt, 1997). 
 
5. Confidentiality versus being impeded 
This ethical dilemma involves respecting the personal domain and the need of individual 
protection and at the same time not being impeded by promises to individual actors in 
the client organization (cf. Poulfelt, 1997). 
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6. Proximity versus keeping a distance 
A good relationship increases the trust between the client (organization) and the 
management consultant. However, a close relation can jeopardise the consultant’s 
impartiality. Therefore, according to Poulfelt, the challenge is to prevent from getting 
cognitively and emotionally socialized while still developing a relationship of trust (cf. 
Poulfelt, 1997). 
 
7. Full knowledge versus incomplete knowledge 
The rational consultant perspective postulates that management consultants share all 
their experiences obtained from an assignment with the client. This however does not 
always seem to be the most suited conduct. The interventions in the client organization 
might have disclosed information that seems better to keep back than to share. The main 
issue therefore is whether the information will do more harm or whether it can be used to 
recover (cf. Poulfelt, 1997). 
 
Nijhof (1999) differentiates between change managers’ functional and moral responsibilities 
and presents an overview of norms and values that underlie functional and moral 
responsibilities, which in case of a dilemma-situation conflict with each other. 
Norms and values that form the basis 
for the functional responsibilities 
Norms and values that form the basis 
for moral responsibility 
Organizational goals, such as: 
 
 
• Continuity of the organization 
• Profitability 
• Sales increase 
• Growth of the organization 
• Cost reduction 
• Quality improvement 
• Improvement of flexibility 
• Increase in innovation capacity 
Possible additional responsibilities 
for employees: 
 
• Termination of places and dismissal 
• Decline in pay for work 
• Position in the organization (status) 
• Stress and excessive workload 
• Duty to be loyal and committed 
• Scope of work 
• Fun at work 
• Limits to the seizure of private life 
• Explanation about a decision and feedback 
• Ability to get involved into decision making 
 
Rights and obligations that apply to everyone: 
 
• Respectful treatment 
• No discrimination based on race, religion, 
   gender, political belief, age, 
   health and the like 
• Maximise safety and health 
   as a consequence of the operations 
 
Table 3 Functional and moral responsibilities (adapted from Nijhof, 1999, p. 28) 
Flett & Wallace (2005) established three dilemmas in a school system environment 
undergoing a mandated change: 
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1. The autonomy dilemma. The autonomy dilemma comprises the tension between using the 
traditional power and authority inherent to the position of school leaders and sharing 
their decision-making authority with other stakeholders (cf. Flett & Wallace, 2005). 
 
2. The focus dilemma, concerns the issue of where the school reform effort focus lies. Will a 
large scale intervention be initiated or is opted for a rather a small scale intervention: for 
example a whole-school change versus a change at the classroom level (cf. Flett & 
Wallace, 2005). 
 
3. The acceptance dilemma, arises when school leaders and teachers are faced with the 
alternative of accepting or rejecting changes (cf. Flett & Wallace, 2005). 
 
Faubert (2009) investigated various dilemmas during a change process in a community-
university initiative. She differentiated the dilemmas on three continuums where dilemmas 
tend to arise. The dilemma tensions include conflicting goals, interests and power relations: 
1. Process vs. product, defined by the challenge of finding a balance between building 
capacity and delivering specific and timely results (cf. Faubert, 2009); 
  
2. Insider vs. outsider, linked to the duality of roles of the change manager and community 
partners. On the hand the change manager is one of the players in the change process, on 
the other hand from a community partners perspective he is part of the client 
organization or contracting authority (cf. Faubert, 2009). 
  
3. Bottom-up vs. top-down, associated with the difficulty of respecting local circumstances 
and needs while simultaneously operating within set parameters (cf. Faubert, 2009). 
 
Conclusion 
Based on five authors who explicitly researched ethical dilemmas in the context of 
organizational change, a number of ethical dilemmas is identified that may arise during 
organizational change. In so doing literature sub-question 2 is answered (see paragraph 2.3). 
The ethical dilemmas that were identified seem to arise around distinct dimensions of 
organizational change. Therefore they cannot easily be aggregated and categorized, as they 
themselves are often distinct dilemma-categories. However, the encountered ethical 
dilemmas (categories) will be included in the empirical research and validated for this 
purpose (see Chapter 3). Table 4 offers a concise summary. 
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Author Ethical Dilemma 
White and Wooten (1983) 1. Misrepresentation and collusion (fully representing all 
available information vs. in- or excluding various parties 
involved) 
 2. Misuse of data (what data is used and how it is used) 
 3. Manipulation and coercion (respecting vs. ignoring change 
participants’ free will) 
 4. Value and goal conflict (values and goals of the change 
manager vs. values and goals of the client system) 
 5. Technical ineptness (to diagnose and divulge ones 
deficiencies in required skills vs. to provide options for 
overcoming these deficiencies) 
Poulfelt (1997) 1. Maximum income vs. The best solution 
 2. The optimal approach vs. The client’s budget 
 3. Professional effort vs. Client’s interests 
 4. Client needs vs. Organizational needs 
 5. Confidentiality vs. Being impeded 
 6. Proximity vs. Keeping a distance 
 7. Full knowledge vs. Incomplete knowledge 
Nijhof (1999) 1. Functional vs. Moral responsibilities 
Flett & Wallace (2005) 1. The autonomy dilemma (power/authority vs. Sharing the 
decision-making authority) 
 2. The focus dilemma (large scale interventions vs. small scale 
interventions) 
 3. The acceptance-dilemma (accepting vs. rejecting changes) 
Faubert (2009) 1. Process vs. product 
 2. Insider vs. outsider 
 3. Bottom up vs. top down 
Table 4 Summary of literature-based ethical dilemmas 
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2.4 Summary and Conceptual model 
2.4.1 Summary 
Individual decision-making plays a central role in socially responsible behaviour in 
organizational change. Decision-making processes are complex human processes that 
progress according to various schemas en phases. Jones’s (1991) model of ethical decision-
making is exemplary for frameworks that approach these processes as happening inside the 
decision-maker. From a social-constructionist perspective, Sonenshein (2009) points at the 
crucial influence of sense-making on the decision-making process and the interaction with 
others. Casali’s (2010) taxonomy of influencing factors displays an extensive amount of 
influencing factors that play a role in the process depending on the context. Change 
paradigms, however, are not included, so a gap can be identified in literature. In this 
research the focus is not on the decision-making process itself. Paragraph 2.1 mainly serves 
as background information. 
Literature sub-question 1 is answered in paragraph 2.2. The concept of Change Paradigms is 
explained. Subsequently four well-known change paradigms have been introduced. In the 
context of building the theoretical framework, De Caluwé & Vermaak’s (2010) change 
paradigms will be applied in the further course of this research. Their approach is opted for, 
because it appears to be the most differentiated and best operationalized approach of the 
four mentioned. Plus, this approach is expected to reflect the perception of the survey 
population best. 
Literature question 2 is answered in paragraph 2.3. Based on five authors who explicitly 
researched ethical dilemmas in the context of organizational change, a number of ethical 
dilemmas is identified that may arise during organizational change. The ethical dilemmas 
that were found seem to arise around distinct dimensions of organizational change. 
Therefore they cannot easily be aggregated and categorized, as they themselves are often 
distinct dilemma-categories. However, the encountered ethical dilemmas (categories) will be 
included in the empirical research and validated for this purpose (see Chapter 3). 
2.4.2 Conceptual model 
Figure 4 presents the conceptual model for this research. It combines the independent 
variable (Change Paradigms) with the dependent variable (Ethical Dilemmas). Casali’s (2010) 
four main categories of influencing factors are mentioned below. Change paradigms can be 
classified as personal factors. The organizational change context is mentioned for the 
examined and validated ethical dilemmas are organizational change-related. The way a 
change manager handles dilemmas may eventually contribute in either a positive or negative 
way to the success of the end result of the change, as moral competencies prove to be 
important to the success of public and private organizations (cf. Karsing, 2007; cf. 
Trompenaar, 2002). The end result (successful or unsuccessful change) however, is excluded 
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from this research, since its focus lies on the earlier mentioned relationship between the 
independent and dependent variable. 
 
 
 
 
 
 Yellow 
 Blue  
 Red 
 Green  
 White 
 
Managing ethical 
dilemmas 
   The Organizational Change Context 
Successful 
Organizational 
Change   
Ethical factors Personal 
factors 
Organizational 
factors 
External 
factors 
Change paradigms Ethical decision-making End result (excluded) 
Main categories of influencing factors (excluded) 
 
Figure 4 Conceptual Model 
21 
 
3 Research design 
 
Chapter 3 elaborates the methodological approach in six concise paragraphs. The research 
design, validity and reliability, participants, variables, procedure and analysis are discussed. 
3.1 Research design 
In “Research methods for business students”, Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill (2012) introduce 
the research onion “as a way of depicting the issues underlying [one’s] choice of data 
collection method or methods” (p. 158). In Figure 5 the research onion is presented. 
Following the layers of the research onion the present study can be classified as a 
quantitative research design. It’s research philosophy fits within positivism, although data 
based on opinions (instead of attributes) may be seen as “qualitative” numbers, and 
therefore partly fits within an interpretivist philosophy as well (cf. Saunders, Lewis & 
Thornhill, 2012). 
 
Figure 5 The Research 'Onion' (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2012, p. 160) 
With exception of the literature part of the research and the discussions concerning the 
validation of the dilemma questions, a deductive, mono method research approach is 
applied, where data is used to test theory. A survey (research strategy) is held amongst BMC 
Group consultants to gain (cross-sectional) information on the possible influence of change 
paradigms on the way change agents handle ethical dilemmas in organizational change 
trajectories. The survey is presented online via thesistools.com, an online digital 
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questionnaire software program. By means of a questionnaire, quantitative data is generated. 
This data will be analyzed in SPSS to establish possible relationships among variables. 
The nature of this research design can be described as explanatory (see Saunders, Lewis, 
Thornhill, 2012), since is attempted to investigate the possible relationship between change 
paradigms or styles and the way change agents handle ethical dilemmas. After collecting 
information from a survey, Huizingh (2006) proposes the following order: creating a data 
overview, checking data, editing data, analyzing data, interpreting results of analysis and 
lastly the creating of the report. This sequence will be followed accordingly. 
3.2 Pre-test: validity and reliability 
The ethical dilemmas presented in the questionnaire were found in earlier research (see 
Chapter 2, paragraph 2.3) and validated for this particular questionnaire. Hence, a pre-test 
was performed amongst four BMC consultants. The results of this test is found in Appendix 
1. The pre-test was held orally and in writing and eventually led to the validation of ten 
dilemmas for the purpose of this research. 
The ten validated dilemmas were subsequently elaborated in twenty questions, two for each 
dilemma. Each pair of questions was designed to measure one of the two horns of the 
dilemma. These questions were pre-tested as well amongst four change agents, as can be 
found in Appendix 2. The final version was included in the digital questionnaire on 
thesistools.com (see Appendix 3). A reliability-test is performed on the outcomes of the 
actual test in order to check the consistency (Cronbach’s Alpha) between the corresponding 
questions on each of the ten ethical dilemmas.  
With respect to the change paradigm-test a choice is made for De Caluwé & Vermaak’s 
colour “think”-test for change agents, which focuses on the visualization of one’s views on 
change. This test suits the purpose of this research for it establishes a respondent’s dominant 
change paradigm.  
The change style-test is not pre-tested for this research, since it has been proven to be a 
reliable research tool for many years (De Caluwé & Vermaak, 2010). Alone between 2006 and 
2009, 100.000 respondents have completed the test (see www.twynstragudde.nl).    
3.3 Participants 
The research is performed amongst BMC Group employees. BMC is a Dutch consultancy 
that provides in advisory and management services to the improvement of public 
organizations.  
It’s main expertise areas are: 
1) Strategic policy and vision development 
2) Business administration, financial management, planning and control 
3) Project management 
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4) Social development 
5) Funds and resources 
6) Customer oriented information and services 
7) HRM and organization development 
8) Town planning and housing 
9) Civil order and safety 
10) Welfare 
11) Care 
12) Arts and culture 
13) Education 
14) Employment and social security 
15) International relations 
(Source: www.bmc.nl) 
All 842 BMC managers and consultants are invited via e-mail (see Appendix 4) to participate 
in this research. 
3.4 Variables 
The variables included in this research are introduced in Chapter 2. This paragraph provides 
more information on how the variables are tested in the questionnaire as presented in 
Appendix 3. 
3.4.1 Independent variable: dominant change paradigm 
In this research, the dominant change paradigm is used as an independent variable. Five 
types of change paradigms are used and in accordance with De Caluwé & Vermaak (2010) 
labeled Blue, Yellow, Green, Red and White. The colour “think”-test as included in the 
questionnaire will determine the respondents’ preferred or dominant change paradigm. For 
this purpose a nominal scale is applied (see Saunders, Lewis, Thornhill, 2012).    
3.4.2 Dependent variables: ethical dilemmas 
The influence of the independent variable on the dependent variables are investigated. 
Participants are asked to fill out twenty questions on a five point Likert-scale (see Saunders, 
Lewis, Thornhill, 2012) based on ten ethical dilemmas derived from the change practice 
found in earlier research (see paragraph 2.3). Each dilemma horn is elaborated by a single 
question in order to check on consistency in the respondents’ answers.   
3.4.3 Background questions to gain information on respondents 
Several background questions (descriptives) are asked besides the specific questions on 
change paradigm and handling dilemmas. These possibly help to clarify the outcomes of the 
influence of change paradigms on handling dilemmas. The respondents are asked to fill out 
their job, gender, age, number of BMC service years, number of working years, education 
and beliefs. Nominal and ordinal scales are used (see Saunders, Lewis, Thornhill, 2012). 
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3.5 Procedure 
The questionnaire is constructed online at thesistools.com. With a specific hyperlink, 
respondents are invited by e-mail (see Appendix 4) and can participate in this research from 
the 12th thru the 23rd of December 2012.  
3.6 Analysis 
To find the answers to the research questions, several analyses are performed on the data 
gained with the online questionnaire. Descriptives are used to gain insight in the set of 
respondents that participated in the survey. Furthermore, to check the reliability of the 
questions, Cronbach’s Alpha (see Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2012) is used to assess for the 
possibility to summate scales. ANOVA (see Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2012) is used to 
analyze the variance between groups of data. Finally, correlation analyses (Pearson’s product 
moment correlation coefficient, PMCC) (see Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2012) are used to 
assess the strength of the linear relationship between variables.  
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4 Results: analysis empirical data 
In this fourth chapter the main results of this research are presented. The generated data is 
used in order to examine the variables and their possible relationships. Huizingh (2006) 
suggests the following routine when collecting data for a survey: collecting information from 
surveys, creating a data overview, checking data, editing data, analyzing data, interpreting 
results of analysis and finally, the creating of the report. This sequence of steps is followed 
here. Furthermore, an answer is sought on the third sub-question: 
Sub-question 3. Can a relationship be established between (dominant) change paradigms and the way 
change managers manage ethical dilemmas?  
4.1 Sample characteristics 
Thesistools.com was used to present the questionnaire online. 842 BMC employees received 
an invitation to participate in this research by e-mail. A total number of 205 respondents 
(24,3%) eventually participated, of which 187 respondents (22,2%) successfully completed the 
questionnaire. However, 39 respondents (4,6%) were found to have exact identical scores on 
two or even three dominant change paradigms. Therefore, for ambiguity reasons, these 
respondents were excluded. This leaves a total number of 148 respondents (n=148; 17,5%) 
included in this research. Reasons for non response (637 employees or 75,7%) are known in 
90 cases (14% of non response): inapplicable, no experience, no time, not interested, absent or 
no longer a BMC employee.  
A series of background questions (descriptives) provide information on the sample 
population. A small overview is presented in this paragraph. All corresponding SPSS output 
can be found in Appendix 5. Of the total sample (n=148), 10% of the respondents is working 
as a senior consultant, 56% as a consultant, and 34% as a junior consultant. 61% of the 
respondents is male, and 39% female. 33,1% of all respondents are between 26 and 35 years 
of age, 27% between 46 and 55, and 25% between 36 and 45. Most respondents are working 
for BMC between 1 and 5 years (37,2%) or 6 to 10 years (29,1%). 41,9% has over 20 working 
years. Most respondents are highly educated: university (66,9%), higher vocational (31,1%) 
and vocational (2,0%). Of all respondents, 54,7% doesn’t adhere to a distinct religion or 
worldview. Over one third thinks of themselves as Christians (14,2% roman catholic; 18,2% 
protestant). 7,4% is humanistic. These percentages seem to resemble the total consultant 
population of BMC.  
4.2 The independent variable 
4.2.1 Change paradigms (colours) 
Figure 6 presents respondents’ dominant change paradigms. 50% of all respondents scored 
Green as their most dominant change paradigm, 30% Red and 14% White. Yellow and Blue 
both linger on a equal result of 3%.  
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Figure 6 Respondents' dominant change paradigms 
Green might be the dominant change paradigm of 50% of the respondents, in many cases 
however the difference between the dominant change style and other change styles was only 
small (by just one point or so). Figure 7 presents the aggregated individual scores of the 
respondents on all of the five colours, not just their dominant change style. It shows that in 
reality one’s dominant change style is perhaps not always as dominant as it might seem in 
the first place. As other styles are present too in one’s repertoire, thinking and working style. 
 
Figure 7 Respondents' integral colour results 
The SPSS output on the respondents’ integral colour results can be found in Appendix 6. 
4.3 The dependent variable 
In the previous paragraph, the independent variable was explained. In this paragraph the 
dependent variables are examined. 
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4.3.1 Mean per Dilemma Question 
How did the respondents in general score on the twenty dilemma questions (see Appendix 3, 
under 38, p. 58-59) on a Likert- scale from 1 thru 5 (1. Totally disagree – 2. Disagree – 3. 
Occasionally agree / disagree – 4. Agree – 5. Totally agree)? Table 5 presents the respondents 
average scores (mean) on each of the twenty dilemma questions. A clear choice or opinion on 
one of the two dilemma horns scores at least <2,5 or >3,5. A short explanation is given. 
Questions Mean Explanation 
1 3,89 Preference to diagnose and divulge own deficiencies in required skills 
over providing options for overcoming these deficiencies  
2 2,79 No strong opinion on client needs vs. stakeholder needs 
3 3,20 No strong opinion on confidentiality vs. being impeded 
4 3,09 No strong opinion on proximity vs. keeping a distance 
5 2,30 Preference for providing incomplete knowledge over complete 
knowledge in described situation  
6 3,39 No strong opinion on functional vs. moral responsibilities 
7 2,03 Preference for participation over power/authority in decision-making 
processes 
8 2,67 No strong opinion on large scale vs. small scale interventions 
9 1,88 More inclined to reject than to accept a change assignment with 
content that goes against one’s norms and values 
10 3,89 More process oriented than product oriented 
11 3,09 No strong opinion on diagnosing and divulging own deficiencies in 
required skills vs. providing options for overcoming these deficiencies 
12 2,78 No strong opinion on client needs vs. stakeholder needs 
13 2,93 No strong opinion on confidentiality vs. being impeded 
14 2,57 No strong opinion on proximity vs. keeping a distance 
15 2,53 No strong opinion on providing full knowledge vs. incomplete 
knowledge 
16 3,82 Preference for moral responsibility over functional responsibility 
17 2,21 Preference for power/authority over participation in decision-making 
processes 
18 2,64 No strong opinion on large scale vs. small scale interventions 
19 2,35 More inclined to accept than to reject a change assignment with 
content that goes against one’s norms and values 
20 3,01 No strong opinion on process vs. product 
Table 5 Mean per dilemma question 
In Appendix 7 the corresponding SPSS output is presented.  
One can establish that in 60% of the dilemma questions (12 questions; Q’s 2, 3, 4, 6, 8, 11, 12, 
13, 14, 15, 18, 20) respondents’ opinions are divided (“No strong opinion on…”). In 40% of 
the dilemma questions (8 questions; Q’s 1, 5, 7, 9, 10, 16, 17, 19) a strong opinion amongst 
respondents on one of the two dilemma horns can be established. Within this group of 
strong opinions the answers to questions 7 & 17 and 9 & 19 prove however inconsistent. For 
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the answers to questions 7 (participation over authority) & 17 (authority over participation) 
are in contradiction with each other, as are the answers to questions 9 (rejecting change over 
accepting change) & 19 (accepting change over rejecting change). 
4.3.2 Reliability: aggregated questions 
In order to check whether the corresponding dilemma questions do actually deliver the same 
answers, Cronbach’s Alpha is calculated. Cronbach’s Alpha is a coefficient of internal 
consistency. Hair, Black, Babin and Anderson (2010) describe that Cronbach’s Alpha has to 
be at least 0.60 for summated scales to be reliable. Table 6 shows the combined questions and 
their corresponding Cronbach’s Alpha. The SPSS output of these tests is shown in Appendix 
8. 
Ethical 
dilemmas 
Cronbach’s 
Alpha 
Question 1 & 11 .342 
Question 2 & 12 .367 
Question 3 & 13 .135 
Question 4 & 14 .337 
Question 5 & 15 .181 
Question 6 & 16 .501 
Question 7 & 17 .329 
Question 8 & 18 .387 
Question 9 & 19 .545 
Question 10 & 20 .053 
Table 6 Results reliability check (Cronbach's Alpha) 
In order to be able to compute Cronbach’s Alpha for all dilemmas, questions 11 thru 20 were 
re-coded to match their corresponding counterparts (1 thru 10). All ten Cronbach’s Alphas 
however proved to remain <0.6. The Likert-scale was then altered to a 3-point scale in order 
to see whether this would significantly improve the Cronbach’s Alpha score, but that was 
not the case. The summated scales therefore are not considered reliable enough for the 
homogeneity of the corresponding questions is insufficient. Therefore the findings based on 
the ethical dilemmas should be interpreted with great caution. 
4.3.3 Correlation analysis 
Because the Cronbachs were <0.6, a correlation analysis (PMCC) is performed to examine 
whether at least matching linear relations can be established between the corresponding 
question pairs. In seven out of ten times a significant positive relation between de 
corresponding questions was in fact established. Question pairs 3 & 13, 5 & 15 and 10 & 20 
proved positive, but not significant. No negative relation was established. So, although the 
questions do not exactly measure the same, they do measure in the same direction, that is 
positive or negative (see Appendix 9).      
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4.4 The relationship between the independent and dependent variables 
4.4.1 Comparing dominant change paradigms (colours) and dilemma questions 
In Figure 8 is shown how dominant change paradigms (colour) scored on the individual 
dilemma questions. Although the summated scales proved inaccurate as Cronbach’s Alpha 
was too low, the questions pairs were still grouped per dilemma (1 & 11, 2 & 12, 3 & 13, etc.), 
because of the correlation with their corresponding ethical dilemma. For SPSS output see 
Appendix 10.  
 
  
Figure 8 Comparing dominant change paradigms and dilemma questions 
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ANOVA is subsequently performed to establish in which questions the various means of the 
dominant change styles or colours significantly differ from one another (See for SPSS output 
Appendix 11). The results are presented below in Table 7. 
Questions Sig. 
1. Diagnose and divulge deficiencies vs. Providing options for overcoming them ,948 
2. Client needs vs. Stakeholder needs ,024 
3. Confidentiality vs. Being impeded ,254 
4. Proximity vs. Keeping a distance ,484 
5. Providing incomplete knowledge vs. Providing complete knowledge ,757 
6. Functional vs. Moral responsibilities ,029 
7. Participation vs. Power/authority in decision-making processes ,000 
8. Large scale interventions vs. Small scale interventions ,256 
9. Rejecting vs. Accepting change ,089 
10. Process oriented vs. Product oriented ,300 
11. Diagnose and divulge deficiencies vs. Providing options for overcoming 
them 
,105 
12. Client needs vs. Stakeholder needs ,868 
13. Confidentiality vs. Being impeded ,220 
14. Proximity vs. Keeping a distance ,033 
15. Providing incomplete knowledge vs. Providing complete knowledge ,575 
16. Functional vs. Moral responsibilities ,083 
17. Participation vs. power/authority in decision-making processes ,815 
18. Large scale interventions vs. Small scale interventions ,184 
19. Rejecting vs. Accepting change ,231 
20. Process oriented vs. Product oriented ,450 
Table 7 Results on comparison Dominant Change Paradigms and Dilemma Questions 
When “sig.” is  <0,05 it means that the variance between the dominant change paradigms 
proves statistically significant. This turns out to be the case with question 2 (client needs vs. 
stakeholder needs), question 6 (functional vs. moral responsibilities), question 7 
(power/authority vs. participation in decision making processes) and question 14 (proximity 
vs. keeping a distance), since they are all < 0,05. This indicates that the variances measured 
between the colours in these particular questions, are statistically spoken not based on 
chance. 
4.4.2 Further analysis of the presented results 
In this sub-paragraph Figure 8 is analyzed on sight in addition to ANOVA in the preceding 
sub-paragraph. Cronbach Alpha results as presented in sub-paragraph 4.3.2 are included in 
this analysis.  
Dilemma 1 (Q1 & 11): Diagnose and divulge deficiencies vs. Providing options for overcoming them 
(the technical ineptness dilemma). 
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With regard to the “technical ineptness”-dilemma it is notable that all dominant change 
paradigms (colours) prefer openess about their professional weaknesses over providing in 
other options in Question 1 (Q1) (see also 4.3.1 Mean per Dilemma Question). Yellow, Blue 
and White equally show the highest scores on this question. The answers in Q11 however 
prove ambiguous, with one exception: Blue. Blue tends towards openness and in this respect 
shows consistency with Q1. White on the other hand proves inconsistent as it opts in Q.1 for 
openness and in Q.11 for providing options for overcoming one’s deficiencies. However, 
Cronbach’s Alpha proved only .342 so no fitting conclusion can be drawn from comparison 
of the two answers. What probably can be suggested is that Question 1 was clearer to 
understand than Question 11; the latter being not just a longer, but also a more complicated 
sentence. Hence, more difficult the interpret. Based on the results of Question 1 can (with 
great caution) be concluded that all respondents (= BMC consultants) prefer openness on 
their professional weaknesses towards the client system over providing other options to 
overcome them. No clear relationship is established between a certain change paradigm and 
the respondents’ ethical choice.    
Dilemma 2 (Q2 & 12). Client needs vs. Stakeholder needs 
The scores on the “Client needs vs. Stakeholder needs”-dilemma, Q2 and Q12, are to a large 
extent ambiguous (cf. 4.3.1 Mean per Dilemma Question). As seen earlier in the previous 
sub-paragraph, variances between colours are significant here (ANOVA) for Yellow 
demonstrates a clear choice for Stakeholder needs in Q2. Blue on the contrary tends towards 
the opposite, towards Client needs (Q2). Q12 does not present a particular strong opinion 
and seems ambiguous. This possibly reflects respondents’ hesitation and their difficulty in 
choosing for one particular horn of the dilemma or respondents could be divided in their 
opinions on the “right” ethical choice in this case. Again both questions cannot be compared 
as Cronbach’s Alpha is only .367. Based on Q2 may however be concluded (again with great 
caution), that one’s change paradigm correlates with one’s ethical choice, for Yellow and 
Blue demonstrate clear differing ethical choices in this case.     
Dilemma 3. (Q3 & 13) Confidentiality vs. Being impeded 
Also Q3 and Q13, the “Confidentiality vs. being impeded”-dilemma, are ambiguous to a 
large extent. Blue forms a clear exception and evidently values Confidentiality over Being 
impeded in Q3. Blue however proves inconsistent in Q13 by stating the opposite by valuing 
Being impeded over Confidentiality. This proves a consequence of the low consistency 
between both questions as its Cronbach’s Alpha (.135) clearly demonstrates. In both cases 
however, Blue demonstrates a clear differing opinion. This again might carefully point at the 
possible correlation between change paradigms on ethical choices.  
Dilemma 4. (Q4 & 14) Proximity vs. Keeping a distance 
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Q4 and Q14, the “Proximity vs. keeping a distance”-dilemma, show ambiguity too (cf. 4.3.1 
Mean per Dilemma Question). Yellow in Q14 clearly seems to prefer Proximity over Keeping 
a distance. So does Green to a lesser extent. ANOVA established this variance as statistically 
significant (see sub-paragraph 4.4.1). Blue in Q4 carefully tends to “Keeping a distance”(cf. 
objectivity), which indeed suits a Blue perspective. Consistency between Q4 en Q14 was 
fairly low, Cronbach’s Alpha being .337 (see sub-paragraph 4.3.2). Variance in Q14 points 
carefully at a possible correlation between change paradigms and individual decision-
making. 
Dilemma 5. (Q5 & 15) Providing incomplete knowledge vs. Providing complete knowledge 
The results on Q5 and Q15, the “Full knowledge vs. incomplete knowledge”-dilemma, show 
both scores are inconsistent with each other. In particular Yellow and Green more or less 
present clear scores. In so far they slightly differ from the rest. In Q5 all change styles tend to 
Providing incomplete knowledge to a client in the described situation. However in Q15 they 
state the opposite and seem to prefer Providing complete knowledge over incomplete 
knowledge. Cronbach’s Alpha shows why: .181 (see sub-paragraph 4.3.2). Both questions are 
clearly not consistent with each other. The colours do slightly differ from each other, but not 
significantly (see sub-paragraph 4.4.1).       
Dilemma 6. (Q6 & 16) Functional vs. Moral responsibilities 
Q6 and Q16, the “Functional responsibilities vs. moral responsibilities”-dilemma, have 
inconsistent scores. In Q6 Functional responsibilities are valued over Moral responsibilities. 
In Q16 it is the other way around. That is particularly striking, because Q6 and Q16 have the 
second highest Cronbach’s Alpha (.501) in this research (see sub-paragraph 4.3.2). The 
variances in Q6 are - as seen earlier – statistically significant (ANOVA). Yellow and Blue 
scored particularly high in both Q6 and Q16. An explanation for the inconsistency between 
both answers (on Q6 and 16) is not immediately at hand. The differences between the colours 
again suggest a correlation between colours and decisions. 
Dilemma 7. (Q7 & 17) Participation vs. Power/authority in decision-making processes (the autonomy 
dilemma) 
In Q7 and Q17, the “Autonomy”-dilemma, only Yellow proves consistent and prefers top-
down decision-making over a democratic, participative approach. However, both questions 
are not particularly consistent with each other, Cronbach’s Alpha being .329 (see sub-
paragraph 4.3.2). In Q7 all other colours strongly disagree with Yellow and prefer a 
democratic approach. ANOVA confirmed this observation as variances in Q7 were 
statistically significant. In Q17 however the respondents seem to prefer the opposite. Again, 
the variances here seem to point at a correlation between dominant colours and choices.     
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Dilemma 8. (Q8 & 18) Large scale interventions vs. Small scale interventions (the focus dilemma) 
Q8 and Q18, the “Focus”-dilemma, seem ambiguous. White seems to prefer a Small scale 
approach in Q8, but contradicts itself in Q18. However, consistency is fairly low between 
both questions (Cronbach’s Alpha: .387) (see sub-paragraph 4.3.2). No statistical significant 
differences between the change paradigms is established. Perhaps respondents were not very 
explicit in their choice due to the dilemma tension they possibly experienced in this case. But 
this remains speculation.   
Dilemma 9. (Q9 & 19) Rejecting vs. Accepting change (the acceptance dilemma) 
The “Acceptance”-dilemma is elaborated in Q9 and Q 19. All change styles disagree on Q9. 
Q9 shows the highest scores of all questions, especially Yellow, Green and White, who score 
between 1,5 and 2. So they disagree rather strongly. All contradict themselves however in 
Q19 even though Q9 and Q19 show the highest consistency rate of this research. A 
Cronbach’s Alpha was calculated of .545 (see sub-paragraph 4.3.2). Which approaches 
consistency (cf. Hair, Black, Babin and Anderson (2010). Variance between the colours did 
however not prove statistically significant (see sub-paragraph 4.4.1).  
Dilemma 10. (Q10 & 20) Process oriented vs. Product oriented 
Finally, in Q10 and Q20 the “Process vs. product”-dilemma is presented. In Q10 care for the 
process is preferred by all change paradigms over timeliness of the end result (product). Q20 
is ambiguous, however, Yellow here too opts for care for the process. Consistency between 
Q10 and Q20 is almost absent as Cronbach’s Alpha is .053 (see sub-paragraph 4.3.2).  
Conclusion 
In four cases (Q2,Q6, Q7 and Q14) ANOVA established statistical significant variances 
between the dominant change styles. More variances were described, but not considered 
significant. Particularly, Yellow and Blue often seem to differ from the other dominant 
change styles in terms of stronger opinions or in terms of opposing views. Both Yellow and 
Blue however, consist of only 3% percent of the respondents. Therefore great caution is 
exercised with interpreting these results. Further, in all cases inconsistencies were found 
between question pairs that aim to measure the same dilemma. Although not sufficiently 
consistent, most question pairs did however prove to significantly correlate with each other. 
Question pairs 3 & 13, 5 & 15 and 10 & 20 proved positive, but not significant. No negative 
relation was established. 
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4.4.3 Comparing integral change style scores (colours) and dilemma questions 
In addition to the dominant change paradigms, a correlation analysis (PMCC) is performed 
between the integral aggregated individual change paradigm scores (not just the dominant 
colour scores, but the total individual scores on each of the five colours) and the twenty 
dilemma questions. Sub-paragraph 4.2.1 established that in many cases the difference 
between respondent’s dominant change style and the other approaches in their repertoire 
proved only small. Occasionally other change styles may be as influential - if perhaps not 
more - as the established dominant change style. Therefore, by additionally comparing the 
integral change style scores and the dilemma questions, we dig a step deeper. And with a 
modest result. Several significant positive or negative linear relationships are established (see 
Appendix 9): 
Colours Significant relationships 
Yellow Q20 (-,193) 
Blue Q2 (,255); Q6 (,263); Q7 (,392); Q8 (,234); Q9 (,222); Q18 
(,170) 
Red Q4 (,164); Q6 (-,287); Q16 (-,199) 
Green Q7 (-,189); Q9 (-,166); Q14 (-,204); Q16 (,185) 
White Q2 (-,194); Q6 (-,183); Q7 (-,199); Q8 (-, 265); Q11 (,181) 
Table 8 Results Correlation Analysis between Integral Colours and Dilemma Questions 
Question Sig. Quality Preferred value 
2 Blue Positive The more blue, the more client oriented (= the less 
stakeholder oriented) 
White Negative The more white, the less client oriented (= the more 
stakeholder oriented) 
4 Red Positive The more red, the more proximity oriented (= the less 
keeping a distance oriented) 
6 Blue Positive The more blue, the more functional responsibility oriented 
(=the less moral responsibility oriented) 
Red Negative The more red, the less functional responsibility oriented (= 
the more moral responsibility oriented) 
White Negative The more white, the less functional responsibility oriented 
(= the more moral responsibility oriented) 
7 Blue Positive The more blue, the more power/authority oriented (=the 
less participation oriented) 
Green Negative The more green, the less power/authority oriented (=the 
more participation oriented) 
White Negative The more white, the less power/authority oriented (=the 
more participation oriented) 
8 Blue Positive The more blue, the more large scale change oriented (= the 
less small scale change oriented) 
White Negative The more white, the less large scale change oriented (=the 
more small scale change oriented) 
9 Blue Positive The more blue, the more accepting changes oriented (= the 
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less rejecting changes oriented) 
Green Negative The more green, the less accepting changes oriented (=the 
more rejecting changes oriented) 
11 White Positive The more white, the more oriented to provide options for 
overcoming own deficiencies (=the less oriented to 
diagnose and divulge deficiencies) 
14 Green Negative The more green, the less keeping a distance oriented (= the 
more proximity oriented) 
16 Red Negative The more red, the less moral responsibility oriented (= the 
more functional responsibility oriented) 
Green Positive The more green, the more moral responsibility oriented (= 
the less functional responsibility oriented) 
18 Blue Positive The more blue, the more small scale change oriented (=the 
less large scale change oriented) 
20 Yellow Negative The more yellow, the less product oriented (= the more 
process oriented) 
Table 9 Significant Relationships between Integral Colour Results and Dilemma Questions 
In Q6 & 16 Red proves inconsistent, because Q6 shows that the more Red dominates one’s 
change paradigm, the more Moral responsibility oriented one is. Q16 shows the opposite: the 
more Red, the more Functional responsibility oriented. Blue turns out inconsistent as well in 
Q8 & 18. In Q8 shows the more Blue, the more Large scale oriented. Q18 however suggests 
the opposite: the more Blue, the more Small scale oriented. 
Conclusion 
Linear relationships (either positive or negative) are established in eleven out of twenty 
dilemma questions between integral change styles (Blue, Yellow, Green, Red and White) and 
the choices made with regard to the dilemma questions although inconsistencies were found 
in Q’s 6 & 16 (Functional vs. Moral responsibilities) and 8 & 18 (Large scale vs. Small scale 
interventions). The inconsistencies between the answers to the corresponding dilemma 
questions, can in any case partially be explained by the ambiguity of the questions. The 
Cronbach’s Alpha scores were - as seen earlier – in all cases <0,60. Inconsistencies can 
perhaps also be explained owing to the dilemmatic tension in the dilemma questions. What 
to make of the ambiguous scores between 2.5 and 3.5 on the Likert-scales? In these cases no 
clear agreement or disagreement with the question could be determined. A possible 
explanation might be found in the fact that a nuanced answer remains possible whereby a 
balance is found between the extremes of both horns of the dilemma.  
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4.5 Additional findings 
In addition to the previous tests, the individual descriptives of the respondents are included 
in the research and compared with the integral change style outcomes in sub-paragraph 4.5.1 
and de dilemma questions in sub-paragraph 4.5.2. This does not necessarily contribute 
directly to answering the main research question, but may offer a differentiated view on the 
respondents who ultimately are the subjects of the ethical decision-making process.  
4.5.1 Comparing descriptives and integral change style outcomes (colours) 
To get a more detailed overview of the relations between the background questions 
(descriptives) and the change styles (the five colours), an additional analysis is performed.  
When comparing means (see Appendix 12) no significant differences were found with 
regard to sex, age, working years, education and beliefs. However, job and BMC service 
years do prove to be significant (see Table 10). An increase of experience (job) shows a 
decrease of Blue and an increase of White. The same goes for Blue regarding BMC service 
years. An increase in service years demonstrates a decrease of Blue.  
Sample 
characteristics 
Sig. Pearson 
Correlation 
Experience (job) Blue 
(,007) 
Negative (-,245) 
White 
(,011) 
Positive (,239) 
BMC service years Blue 
(,043) 
Negative 
Table 10 Results comparison descriptives and colours with “Comparing Means” 
4.5.2 Comparing descriptives and dilemma questions 
To get a more detailed overview of the relations between the descriptives and the twenty 
dilemma questions, ANOVA is performed. The significant results are presented in Table 11 
(see also Appendix 14). 
Sample 
characteristics 
Sig. 
Experience (job) Q2 (,025); Q8 (,007); Q9 (,000); Q16 (,001); Q19 
(,027) 
Gender Q5 (,027); Q20 (,010) 
Age Q8 (,029); Q20 (,013) 
BMC service years Q15 (,040); Q16 (,050) 
Working years Q16 (,041) 
Education Q15 (,050) 
Beliefs None 
Table 11 Results comparison descriptives and dilemma questions 
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Only one’s amount of experience (job) as a consultant stands out (relatively) to the rest as an 
indicator for how one manages ethical dilemmas in organizational changes. This is not 
necessarily surprising since according to Casali (2010), the influence of these factors are 
situation dependent. However, perhaps remarkably, “beliefs” do not prove significant on 
any of the twenty dilemmatic questions. Possible explanations could be that the influence of 
the prevailing culture in society may be more dominant than most people’s “official” beliefs. 
Another possible explanation might be that consultants perhaps form a homogeneous group 
through socialization and training and of which the latter is of stronger influence on one’s 
individual decision-making processes during organizational change, than one’s religion or 
worldview is. 
Conclusion 
Summarized can be said that a consultant’s experience, influences his change paradigm.  
Over the years a preference for Blue diminishes and a preference for White increases. Further 
was found that in comparison to other descriptives, experience (job) more frequently shows 
a significant relationship with the ethical choices made.   
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5 Conclusions and recommendations 
 
Chapter 5 forms the capstone of this thesis and discusses the conclusions that can be drawn 
from this research. The findings are presented and the research question answered. Then the 
limitations of this research are discussed and several directions for further research 
mentioned. Finally the academic and managerial relevance of this study is discussed.   
5.1 Conclusions and discussion 
5.1.1 Answering the research question 
The relationship under investigation of this research was examined with the following 
research question: 
"How do dominant change paradigms influence change managers’ decision-making in 
their dealings with ethical dilemmas that arise in organizational change?" 
Literature based sub-questions: 
The theoretical framework commenced with an global introduction on organizational change 
and ethical decision-making.  
In order to answer this question, “Sub-question 1. What change paradigms can be identified?” was 
answered in paragraph 2.2. Four well-known frameworks were introduced of which De 
Caluwé & Vermaak’s (2010) colour model eventually was used for the purpose of the 
empirical part of this research. Thus the independent variable was introduced. 
In paragraph 2.3 an overview was given of several literature based ethical dilemmas in 
organizational change. By doing so “Sub-question 2. What ethical dilemmas arise in 
organizational change according to literature?” was answered. Nineteen ethical dilemmas 
presented, of which ten eventually were validated. Thus the dependent variable was 
introduced. 
Empiricism based sub-question: 
Chapter 4 was in search of an answer on the empirical “Sub-question 3. Can a relationship be 
established between dominant change paradigms and the way change managers manage ethical 
dilemmas?” The answer to this question proved positive, as was seen in Chapter 4. A more 
detailed explanation is given in the answer to the research question.  
Answering the research question 
Regarding dominant change styles and managing ethical dilemmas: 
In four cases (Q2,Q6, Q7 and Q14) ANOVA established statistical significant variances 
between the dominant change styles. More variances were described, but not considered 
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significant. Particularly, Yellow and Blue often seem to differ from the other dominant 
change styles in terms of stronger opinions or in terms of opposing views. Both Yellow and 
Blue however, consist of only 3% percent of the respondents. Therefore great caution is 
exercised with interpreting these results. Further, in all cases inconsistencies were found 
between question pairs that aim to measure the same dilemma. Although not sufficiently 
consistent, most question pairs did however prove to significantly correlate with each other. 
Question pairs 3 & 13, 5 & 15 and 10 & 20 proved positive, but not significant. No negative 
relation was established. 
Concerning integral change styles and managing ethical dilemmas: 
Linear relationships (either positive or negative) are established in eleven out of twenty 
dilemma questions (55%) between integral change styles (Blue, Yellow, Green, Red and 
White) and the choices made with regard to the dilemma questions although inconsistencies 
were found in Q’s 6 & 16 (Functional vs. Moral responsibilities) and 8 & 18 (Large scale vs. 
Small scale interventions). These linear relationships can be qualified as positive in some 
cases, and negative in others. The inconsistencies between the answers to the corresponding 
dilemma questions, can in any case partially be explained by the ambiguity of the questions. 
The Cronbach’s Alpha scores were - as seen earlier – in all cases <0,60. Inconsistencies can 
perhaps also be explained owing to the dilemmatic tension in the dilemma questions. What 
to make of the ambiguous scores between 2.5 and 3.5 on the Likert-scales? In these cases no 
clear agreement or disagreement with the question could be determined. A possible 
explanation might be found in the fact that a nuanced answer remains possible whereby a 
balance is found between the extremes of both horns of the dilemma. However, based on the 
outcomes of this research it is too early to draw valid general applicable conclusions on this 
matter yet. However, one can perhaps speak of inviting indications for further research.     
Conclusions drawn from additional findings  
As it turns out, most consultants from the sample population have Green as their dominant 
change paradigm, followed by Red en White. What is striking is that only 3% of respondents 
have a preference for Blue and an equal 3% seems to prefers Yellow, these being traditionally 
the most commonly used styles in the public sector. No significant differences between 
respondents were established based on gender, age, working years, education and 
religion/beliefs. Experience (job) and BMC service years do show to be significant influencing 
factors and are presumably closely related. It appears that when one's experience as a 
consultant increases, Blue becomes  a less dominant change paradigm in one’s repertoire. 
White, on the contrary, becomes a more dominant change paradigm. In other words, one 
seems to switch dominant paradigms as one becomes more experienced over time. This 
observation is also confirmed by De Caluwé & Vermaak (2010). 
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5.2 Managerial implications 
What do these results mean for change managers in their daily praxis? 
The dominant change paradigm of most respondents was clearly Green. Red and White, 
however, were also strongly represented. The change environment where these public sector 
oriented consultants work will supposedly often be Yellow and/or Blue oriented. This might 
indicate a possible mismatch between the change managers’ preferred working style and the 
public organizations’ dominant paradigm. Being conscious of this possible mismatch and 
using the most appropriate situation-dependent interventions, might lead to a higher change 
success rate. 
Although De Caluwé & Vermaak (2010) contend that one change paradigm is not necessarily 
better than the other, less experienced consultants more often turn out to be Blue, while more 
experienced consultants increasingly seem to prefer White. Moreover, one’s experience as a 
consultant also proves to impact how one deals with ethical dilemmas. Here are connecting 
factors to the improvement of moral competencies of consultants. 
5.3 Academic implications 
How do the presented results contribute to the scientific field/body of knowledge of change 
management? The contribution of these results are modest. A first unpretentious study is 
carried out on a gap in literature: the impact of change agents’ change paradigms on their 
individual ethical dilemma choices. Connecting factors and indications are found that form 
an invitation to enter an interesting new lane of research. 
5.4 Limitations and directions for further research 
5.4.1 Limitations 
The research of this thesis clearly has its limitations. First of all, this research is performed in 
the Netherlands, in one particular Dutch consultancy firm that operates in the public sector. 
Other limitations can be found in the questionnaire design, for the dilemma questions lacked 
coherence and therefore lack reliability. The dilemma questions therefore proved less 
suitable as a research tool. A third limitation that might be reckoned with, is the possibility of 
respondents giving social desirable answers on the questions of de questionnaire. This has 
not been verified.  
The dominant change paradigms proved in many cases not as dominant as the word might 
suggest, when compared to the other present change paradigms in an individual 
respondent’s repertoire. This makes it complex to determine whether a possible causal 
relationship exists between dominant change paradigms and ethical choices, as other change 
paradigms may strongly be present and influential as well. This in hindsight raises doubts 
on the suitability of the colour “think”-test for the purpose of this research. 
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5.4.2 Further research 
Further research could focus on: 
1. Repetition of the present study, but with a sufficient degree of coherence between the 
dilemma questions. 
2. Repetition of the present study, but with a stronger demarcation between the various 
dominant change paradigms. 
3. The possible causal relationship between change paradigms and ethical decision-
making. 
4. Longitudinal study of the development of paradigms as consultants become more 
experienced. 
5. Investigating the relationship of change paradigms with other influencing factors in 
certain specific change contexts or phases.  
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7 Appendices  
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7.1 Appendix 1: Pre-test: the Validation of the Ethical Dilemmas 
Out of the 19 presented literature-based ethical dilemmas, four BMC Group respondents 
(change agents) independently validated 10 ethical dilemmas as applicable to their 
professional field. For each ethical dilemma is asked whether the dilemma is applicable (Yes 
or No), and if so, to what extent? For the latter a three point scale is used: 1 being low, 2 
being moderate, 3 being high. The total scores consist of the aggregated scores of the 
respondents. “Use” dilemma scores of 7 or higher are included in the questionnaire.    
Summary Change 
agent 1 
Change 
agent 2 
Change 
agent 3 
Change 
agent 4 
Total  
N
r. 
Dilemma Author
(s) 
Applicabi
lity 
Exte
nt 
Applicabi
lity 
Exte
nt 
Applicabi
lity 
Exte
nt 
Applicabi
lity 
Exte
nt 
Applicabi
lity 
Exte
nt 
Us
e? 
1 Misrepresent
ation and 
collusion 
White 
& 
Woote
n 
(1983) 
Yes 1 Yes 1 Yes 2 Yes 1 4.0 1.25 5 
2 Misuse of 
data 
White 
& 
Woote
n 
(1983) 
No - Yes 2 Yes 1 Yes 1 3.0 1.33 4 
3 Manipulation 
and coercion 
White 
& 
Woote
n 
(1983) 
No - Yes 1 No - Yes 1 2.0 1.00 2 
4 Value and 
goal conflict 
White 
& 
Woote
n 
(1983) 
Yes 3 Yes 1 No - Yes 2 3.0 2.00 6 
5 Technical 
ineptness 
White 
& 
Woote
n 
(1983) 
Yes 2 Yes 1 Yes 2 Yes 2 4.0 1.75 7 
6 Maximum 
income vs. 
the best 
solution 
Poulfel
t (1997) 
Yes 1 No - No - Yes 2 2.0 1.50 3 
7 The optimal 
approach vs. 
the client’s 
budget 
Poulfel
t (1997) 
Yes 3 Yes 1 No - Yes 2 3.0 2.0 6 
8 Professional 
effort vs. the 
client’s 
interest 
Poulfel
t (1997) 
Yes 3 Yes 1 No - Yes 1 3.0 1.66 5 
9 Client needs 
vs. 
organization
al needs 
Poulfel
t (1997) 
Yes 3 Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 2 4.0 2.25 9 
1
0 
Confidentiali
ty vs. being 
impeded 
Poulfel
t (1997) 
Yes 3 Yes 1 Yes 1 Yes 2 4.0 1.75 7 
1
1 
Proximity vs. 
keeping a 
distance 
Poulfel
t (1997) 
Yes 3 Yes 3 Yes 1 Yes 2 4.0 2.25 9 
1
2 
Full 
knowledge 
vs. 
incomplete 
knowledge 
Poulfel
t (1997) 
Yes 3 Yes 2 No - Yes 2 3.0 2.33 7 
1
3 
Functional 
responsibiliti
Nijhof 
(1999) 
Yes 3 Yes 1 Yes 2 Yes 2 4.0 2.00 8 
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es vs. moral 
responsibiliti
es 
1
4 
The 
autonomy-
dilemma 
Flett & 
Wallac
e 
(2005) 
Yes 3 Yes 1 Yes 1 Yes 3 4.0 2.00 8 
1
5 
The focus-
dilemma 
Flett & 
Wallac
e 
(2005) 
Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 2 4.0 2.00 8 
1
6 
The 
acceptance-
dilemma 
Flett & 
Wallac
e 
(2005) 
Yes 3 Yes 3 Yes 2 Yes 3 4.0 2.75 11 
1
7 
Process vs. 
product 
Fauber
t (2009) 
Yes 3 Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 3 4.0 2.50 10 
1
8 
Insider vs. 
outsider 
Fauber
t (2009) 
Yes 2 Yes  No - Yes 2 3.0 2.00 4 
1
9 
Bottom-up 
vs. top-down 
Fauber
t (2009) 
Yes 1 Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 3 4.0 2.00 5 
 
  
50 
 
7.2 Appendix 2: Pre-testing the Dilemma Questions 
Based on the ten validated ethical dilemmas (see Appendix 1) four BMC Group respondents 
were separately asked to fill out a short questionnaire consisting of twenty questions. Each 
ethical dilemma was tested with two verification questions, whereby each time one question 
focused on one horn of the dilemma and the other question focused on the other horn of the 
dilemma, to check the respondents’ consistency and to test the corresponding questions’ 
internal consistency. Afterwards the questions were individually discussed with the 
respondents and adapted if necessary. Eventually, the final version of the questions was 
included in the integral questionnaire presented on thesistools.com.     
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7.3 Appendix 3: The Questionnaire 
Dit onderzoek bestudeert het verband tussen voorkeursstijlen van adviseurs bij het 
aansturen van beleids- en organisatieveranderingen en de manier waarop adviseurs 
met ethische dilemma’s omgaan in verandertrajecten. 
 
Deze vragenlijst is bedoeld voor adviseurs die in hun werk 
organisatieverandertrajecten begeleiden of beleidsmatige verandertrajecten met 
implicaties voor de klantorganisatie (gemeente, onderwijsinstelling, 
woningcorporatie, etc.). Dat kan zijn in de rol van projectleider, projectmedewerker 
of anderszins. Hierbij kan worden gedacht aan de transities in het sociaal domein, de 
implementatie van een nieuw ICT-systeem, de realisatie van een shared service 
center of bijvoorbeeld de invoering van het Nieuwe Werken. 
 
Het invullen van de vragenlijst duurt maximaal 10 minuten. 
Start
 
 
 
 
 
 
DEEL I. Achtergrondvragen  
 
 
 
1.  
 
Wat is uw huidige functie? *  
Junior adviseur  
Adviseur  
Senior adviseur  
 
 
 
2.  
 
Geslacht *  
Man  
Vrouw  
 
 
 
3.  
 
Leeftijdscategorie *  
18 - 25 jaar  
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26 – 35 jaar  
36 – 45 jaar  
46 – 55 jaar  
56 – 65 jaar  
> 65 jaar  
 
 
 
4.  
 
Dienstjaren huidige werkgever *  
< 1 jaar  
1 – 5 jaar  
6 – 10 jaar  
> 10 jaar  
 
 
 
5.  
 
Totaal aantal arbeidsjaren *  
< 1 jaar  
1 – 5 jaar  
6 – 10 jaar  
11 – 15 jaar  
16 – 20 jaar  
> 20 jaar  
 
 
 
6.  
 
Opleidingsniveau *  
WO  
HBO  
MBO  
 
 
 
7.  
 
Levensbeschouwelijke overtuiging *  
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Niet van toepassing  
Rooms-Katholiek  
Protestants-Christelijk  
Joods  
Islamitisch  
Humanistisch  
Anders  
 
 
 
 
DEEL II. Dit deel gaat over hoe u denkt over de aanpak van veranderingen.  
 
(Selecteer het antwoord dat voor u het meest van toepassing is. Blijf niet te lang bij iedere vraag 
stilstaan.)  
 
 
 
8.  
 
*  
Een verandering kan pas succesvol worden als de belangrijkste actoren erachter staan.  
Een verandering kan pas succesvol zijn als je de eigen energie en kracht van mensen aanspreekt.  
 
 
 
9.  
 
*  
Zaken zullen veranderen als je mensen motiveert en verleidt.  
Zaken zullen veranderen door gebruik te maken van macht, status of invloed.  
 
 
 
10.  
 
*  
Organisaties veranderen door te zorgen dat mensen elkaar spiegels voorhouden.  
Organisaties veranderen wanneer mensen hun roeping volgen.  
 
 
 
11.  
 
*  
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Er verandert iets als er een verlokkend perspectief kan worden geschetst voor/met de betrokkenen.  
Er verandert iets als er een dialoog ontstaat tussen meervoudige perspectieven.  
 
 
 
12.  
 
*  
Een veranderaar moet zorgen dat de belangrijkste actoren hun opvattingen zo veranderen dat ze er 
samen mee kunnen leven.  
Een veranderaar moet zorgen dat mensen naar elkaar luisteren en van elkaar leren.  
 
 
 
13.  
 
*  
Een organisatie verandert pas als mensen zich ontwikkelen.  
Een organisatie verandert pas als je goed weet wat je als organisatie wilt bereiken.  
 
 
 
14.  
 
*  
Het is belangrijk dat denken en doen zo dicht mogelijk op elkaar volgt.  
Het is belangrijk dat mensen zich begrepen voelen, respect krijgen en verbinding ervaren.  
 
 
 
15.  
 
*  
Organisaties kunnen pas veranderen als je eerst analyseert wat de beste oplossing is.  
Organisaties kunnen pas veranderen als je de belangrijkste mensen op één lijn krijgt.  
 
 
 
16.  
 
*  
Organisaties veranderen door aandacht te hebben voor mensen en in hen te investeren.  
Veranderingsdoelen en –aanpakken mogen niet teveel afhangen van de mensen die het treft.  
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17.  
 
*  
In veranderingsprocessen moet je de complexiteit zoveel mogelijk reduceren.  
In een veranderingsproces moet je de dynamiek/complexiteit zien en gebruiken.  
 
 
 
18.  
 
*  
Om belangrijke knopen door te hakken is het zinvol tijdsdruk en urgentiegevoel in te bouwen.  
Om beweging te krijgen is het zinvol ruimte te scheppen (heilige huisjes en bestaande 
machtsverhoudingen te slechten).  
 
 
 
19.  
 
*  
Een goede sfeer is belangrijk voor het doen slagen van een veranderingstraject.  
Het vormen van coalities is belangrijk om dingen of mensen te doen veranderen.  
 
 
 
20.  
 
*  
Organisaties kunnen pas veranderen als vooraf een duidelijk resultaat/doel is geformuleerd waar je 
naartoe wilt.  
Organisaties kunnen pas veranderen als je de historie van een organisatie begrijpt en daarop weet in 
te spelen.  
 
 
 
21.  
 
*  
In een effectief veranderingsproces moet er ruimte blijven om te onderhandelen.  
Aan een effectief veranderingsproces moet een deskundig ontwerp vooraf gaan.  
 
 
 
22.  
 
*  
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Een veranderaar moet eerst een veilige leeromgeving creëren door het opstellen van interactie regels 
en door rolmodel te zijn.  
Een veranderaar moet een goed gevoel voor humor hebben en dat inzetten: niets is heilig.  
 
 
 
23.  
 
*  
Een veranderaar moet met verstand van zaken zorgen dat alle activiteiten aan het resultaat bijdragen.  
De empathie van een veranderaar helpt mensen zich te uiten en stimuleert dat ze ook onderling beter 
communiceren.  
 
 
 
24.  
 
*  
Er verandert iets als je mensen iets teruggeeft voor wat zij de organisatie geven.  
Er verandert iets als je mensen gezamenlijk nieuwe inzichten helpt opdoen.  
 
 
 
25.  
 
*  
Verandering heeft ruimte nodig maar óók prikkels, anders wordt het een saaie boel.  
Een zorgvuldige inbedding van een veranderingstraject is belangrijk: je moet verwachtingen managen.  
 
 
 
26.  
 
*  
Een veranderaar moet kansen en mogelijkheden voor het personeel bieden.  
Een veranderaar moet op basis van vooraf gestelde criteria en normen de voortgang bewaken opdat 
hij op basis daarvan kan bijsturen.  
 
 
 
27.  
 
*  
Organisaties veranderen als eerst het beleid verandert.  
Organisaties veranderen als mensen veranderen.  
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28.  
 
*  
Een veranderaar moet dieperliggende krachten achter problemen kunnen ontwaren, zodat hij daarop 
kan interveniëren.  
Een veranderaar moet verstand van zaken hebben en planmatig kunnen werken.  
 
 
 
29.  
 
*  
Een veranderaar moet ervoor zorgen dat hij/zij het veranderingsproces zo veel mogelijk stabiel en 
beheersbaar houdt.  
Een veranderaar moet zorgen dat belangen zo zorgvuldig mogelijk worden afgewogen.  
 
 
 
30.  
 
*  
Dingen verbeteren als de mensen zich welkom voelen.  
Dingen verbeteren als er naar rijkere betekenissen wordt gezocht.  
 
 
 
31.  
 
*  
Een veranderaar moet allereerst nieuwsgierig zijn.  
Een veranderaar moet allereerst zorgvuldig zijn.  
 
 
 
32.  
 
*  
Communicatie tussen alle betrokkenen is een onmisbare factor in een veranderingstraject.  
Goede analyses en benchmarks zijn doorslaggevend voor het doen slagen van verandering.  
 
 
 
33.  
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*  
Een veranderaar moet zichzelf zijn, hoe confronterend dat ook mag uitpakken.  
Een veranderaar zoekt de balans tussen continue reflectie én het gebruikmaken van bestaande kennis.  
 
 
 
34.  
 
*  
Als een veranderaar moet kiezen kan hij/zij het best zijn energie steken in het veranderen van een 
hard aspect van de organisatie (structuur, systemen, strategie).  
Als een veranderaar moet kiezen kan hij/zij het best zijn energie steken in het veranderen van een 
zacht aspect van de organisatie (managementstijl, cultuur, personeel).  
 
 
 
35.  
 
*  
Het is belangrijk mensen bewust te maken van wat ze doen, dan kunnen ze zonder al te veel brokken 
hun eigen keuzen maken.  
Het is belangrijk om bij een verandering het aantal vrijheidsgraden te beperken anders worden 
mensen het nooit eens.  
 
 
 
36.  
 
*  
Een veranderaar moet zorgen dat mensen het eens worden.  
Een veranderaar moet aandacht hebben voor mensen.  
 
 
 
37.  
 
*  
Een veranderaar moet veel inzicht vergaren over de krachten en netwerken rond een probleem.  
Een veranderaar moet veel inzicht vergaren in de patronen die het probleem in standhouden.  
 
 
 
 
DEEL III. Dit deel gaat over hoe u dilemma's in verandertrajecten beoordeelt.  
 
(Selecteer uw antwoord. Blijf wederom niet te lang bij elke vraag stilstaan.)  
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38.  
 
Maak uw keuze  
 
  
Zeer mee oneens  
 
Zeer meer eens  
 
Indien een opdracht te complex voor mij is, dan 
bespreek ik dit openlijk met de opdrachtgever.      
 
Ik voer een opdracht uit in overeenstemming 
met de wensen van mijn directe opdrachtgever, 
ook wanneer de wensen van deze opdrachtgever 
botsen met de wensen van andere stakeholders 
binnen de klantorganisatie. Wie betaalt, bepaalt. 
     
 
Indien de opdrachtgever vraagt bepaalde 
informatie niet openbaar te maken, dan 
manoeuvreer ik binnen de kaders die de 
opdrachtgever aanreikt, ook al is deze informatie 
van belang voor het slagen van de opdracht. 
     
 
Het is van belang een goede band met de 
klantorganisatie op te bouwen, ook al betekent 
dit misschien dat ik daardoor minder “objectief” 
naar de probleemsituatie van de klant kan 
kijken. 
     
 
Ik deel na afloop alle relevante ervaringen met 
de opdrachtgever die ik tijdens de opdracht heb 
opgedaan met de klantorganisatie, ook wanneer 
ik daarmee onnodig de vertrouwelijkheid van 
individuele werknemers of afdelingen schaadt. 
     
 
Verantwoordelijkheden om de continuïteit van de 
organisatie te garanderen hebben prioriteit 
boven het welbevinden van individuele 
werknemers. 
     
 
Een verandering heeft vooral kans van slagen 
wanneer het management de verandering 
eenduidig ontwerpt en van bovenaf doorvoert. 
     
 
Complexe veranderingen kunnen het beste door 
middel van een grootschalige totaalaanpak 
worden geïmplementeerd. 
     
 
Ik accepteer iedere 
(organisatie)veranderopdracht ongeacht de 
inhoud. Wie betaalt, bepaalt. 
     
 
Zorgvuldigheid in het veranderproces is van 
groter belang dan het tijdig halen van deadlines.      
 
De opdrachtgever hoeft niet te weten wat mijn 
minder sterke kanten zijn. Wanneer ik door 
gebrek aan kennis of ervaring tegen knelpunten 
aanloop in een opdracht, los ik dat wel op buiten 
de opdrachtgever om. 
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Wanneer de belangen van de opdrachtgever 
strijdig zijn met het meer algemene 
organisatiebelang, dan kies ik voor het meer 
algemene organisatiebelang. 
     
 
Vertrouwelijkheid mag geen belemmering 
vormen voor de handelingsvrijheid van een 
extern adviseur. 
     
 
Als extern adviseur wordt ik ingehuurd als 
“objectieve derde”, daarom houd ik een zekere 
afstand van de medewerkers van de 
klantorganisatie en garandeer zo mijn 
onafhankelijkheid. 
     
 
Er zijn situaties waarin ik er voor kies om niet al 
mijn relevante ervaringen met de opdrachtgever 
te delen die ik tijdens de opdracht heb opgedaan 
met de klantorganisatie. 
     
 
In de besluitvorming rond een 
(organisatie)verandertraject komen de directe 
belangen van individuele medewerkers op de 
eerste plaats. 
     
 
De kans op een succesvolle verandering wordt 
sterk vergroot als alle betrokkenen gezamenlijk 
het besluitvormingsproces inrichten en 
doorlopen. 
     
 
Complexe veranderingen vragen om een 
kleinschalige stapsgewijze aanpak.      
 
Ik accepteer geen 
(organisatie)veranderopdrachten waar ik 
inhoudelijk niet achter kan staan. 
     
 
De kwaliteit van het eindresultaat is belangrijker 
dan de wijze waarop het tot stand komt.      
 
 
Vragenlijst verzenden
 
 
 
Hartelijk dank voor uw deelname! 
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7.4 Appendix 4: The Invitation E-mail 
 
Van: Glenn ter Veer 
Verzonden: woensdag 12 december 2012 18:28 
Onderwerp: Uitnodiging onderzoek 
 
Beste collega, 
 
Graag nodig ik je uit om mee te doen aan een onderzoek in het kader 
van de afronding van mijn masteropleiding Managementwetenschappen 
aan de Open Universiteit. 
 
Mijn thesis gaat over de relatie tussen voorkeursstijlen van 
adviseurs bij het aansturen van beleids- en organisatieveranderingen 
en de manier waarop adviseurs met ethische dilemma’s omgaan tijdens 
zo’n verandertraject. Onderzocht wordt of er een bepaald verband 
tussen beide waar te nemen is. 
 
Je zou me een groot plezier doen als je aan het onderzoek meedoet. 
Dat kan tot en met zondag 23 december a.s.. Hoe groter de respons, 
hoe betrouwbaarder de uitkomsten. Het invullen van de vragenlijst 
vraagt maximaal 10 minuten. 
 
Je start de enquête via deze link:www.thesistools.com/web/?id=304256 
(kopieer deze in de adresbalk van je browser). 
 
Als je niet deelneemt aan het onderzoek, wil je me dit dan toch per 
mail laten weten? Een korte toelichting volstaat, bijvoorbeeld ‘geen 
interesse’; ‘geen tijd’; ‘…’, etc. Het is voor mijn onderzoek 
namelijk ook van belang te weten waarom respondenten eventueel niet 
hebben deelgenomen. 
 
Mocht je vragen hebben naar aanleiding van deze mail, dan hoor ik 
het natuurlijk graag. Na afronding van mijn thesis – uiterlijk 
februari 2013 - zullen de resultaten van het onderzoek 
teruggekoppeld worden. Alvast bedankt voor je medewerking! 
 
Met vriendelijke groet, 
 
Glenn ter Veer 
 
Adviseur Maatschappelijke Ontwikkeling 
BMC | Groep 
 
T. 06 12 13 15 74 
E. glennterveer@bmc.nl 
 
http://nl.linkedin.com/in/glennterveer 
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7.5 Appendix 5: SPSS Output on Sample Characteristics 
 
1=junior, 2=consultant, 3=senior 
  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1 15 10,1 10,1 10,1 
2 83 56,1 56,1 66,2 
3 50 33,8 33,8 100,0 
Total 148 100,0 100,0  
 
1=male, 2=female 
  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1 91 61,5 61,5 61,5 
2 57 38,5 38,5 100,0 
Total 148 100,0 100,0  
 
1=18-25, 2=26-35, 3=36-45, 4=46-55, 5=56-65, 6=>65 
  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1 6 4,1 4,1 4,1 
2 49 33,1 33,1 37,2 
3 37 25,0 25,0 62,2 
4 40 27,0 27,0 89,2 
5 16 10,8 10,8 100,0 
Total 148 100,0 100,0  
 
1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-10, 4=>10 
  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1 23 15,5 15,5 15,5 
2 55 37,2 37,2 52,7 
3 43 29,1 29,1 81,8 
4 27 18,2 18,2 100,0 
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1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-10, 4=>10 
  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1 23 15,5 15,5 15,5 
2 55 37,2 37,2 52,7 
3 43 29,1 29,1 81,8 
4 27 18,2 18,2 100,0 
Total 148 100,0 100,0  
 
1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-10, 4=11-15, 5=16-20, 6=>20 
  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1 4 2,7 2,7 2,7 
2 23 15,5 15,5 18,2 
3 27 18,2 18,2 36,5 
4 20 13,5 13,5 50,0 
5 12 8,1 8,1 58,1 
6 62 41,9 41,9 100,0 
Total 148 100,0 100,0  
 
1=University, 2=Higher vocational, 3=Vocational 
  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1 99 66,9 66,9 66,9 
2 46 31,1 31,1 98,0 
3 3 2,0 2,0 100,0 
Total 148 100,0 100,0  
 
1=N.A., 2=Catholic, 3=Protestant, 4=Jewish, 5=Islamic, 6=Humanistic, 7=Other 
  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1 81 54,7 54,7 54,7 
2 21 14,2 14,2 68,9 
3 27 18,2 18,2 87,2 
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5 1 ,7 ,7 87,8 
6 11 7,4 7,4 95,3 
7 7 4,7 4,7 100,0 
Total 148 100,0 100,0  
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7.6 Appendix 6: SPSS Output on Respondents’ Aggregated Integral Colour 
Results 
Yellow 
  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Valid ,00 1 ,7 ,7 ,7 
1,00 5 3,4 3,4 4,1 
2,00 15 10,1 10,1 14,2 
3,00 44 29,7 29,7 43,9 
4,00 31 20,9 20,9 64,9 
5,00 29 19,6 19,6 84,5 
6,00 16 10,8 10,8 95,3 
7,00 2 1,4 1,4 96,6 
8,00 4 2,7 2,7 99,3 
9,00 1 ,7 ,7 100,0 
Total 148 100,0 100,0  
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Green 
  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 3,00 1 ,7 ,7 ,7 
4,00 1 ,7 ,7 1,4 
5,00 5 3,4 3,4 4,7 
6,00 17 11,5 11,5 16,2 
7,00 36 24,3 24,3 40,5 
8,00 19 12,8 12,8 53,4 
9,00 31 20,9 20,9 74,3 
10,00 30 20,3 20,3 94,6 
11,00 7 4,7 4,7 99,3 
12,00 1 ,7 ,7 100,0 
Total 148 100,0 100,0  
 
Red 
Blue 
  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid ,00 10 6,8 6,8 6,8 
1,00 13 8,8 8,8 15,5 
2,00 25 16,9 16,9 32,4 
3,00 37 25,0 25,0 57,4 
4,00 24 16,2 16,2 73,6 
5,00 20 13,5 13,5 87,2 
6,00 8 5,4 5,4 92,6 
7,00 5 3,4 3,4 95,9 
8,00 5 3,4 3,4 99,3 
9,00 1 ,7 ,7 100,0 
Total 148 100,0 100,0  
  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Valid 1,00 1 ,7 ,7 ,7 
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4,00 1 ,7 ,7 1,4 
5,00 12 8,1 8,1 9,5 
6,00 26 17,6 17,6 27,0 
7,00 26 17,6 17,6 44,6 
8,00 32 21,6 21,6 66,2 
9,00 24 16,2 16,2 82,4 
10,00 21 14,2 14,2 96,6 
11,00 5 3,4 3,4 100,0 
Total 148 100,0 100,0  
 
White 
  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 3,00 3 2,0 2,0 2,0 
4,00 10 6,8 6,8 8,8 
5,00 23 15,5 15,5 24,3 
6,00 31 20,9 20,9 45,3 
7,00 33 22,3 22,3 67,6 
8,00 26 17,6 17,6 85,1 
9,00 11 7,4 7,4 92,6 
10,00 6 4,1 4,1 96,6 
11,00 3 2,0 2,0 98,6 
12,00 2 1,4 1,4 100,0 
Total 148 100,0 100,0  
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7.7 Appendix 7: SPSS Output on Mean per Dilemma Question 
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Report 
Colour 
1=nietop
en, 
5=welop
en 
1=klant, 
5=organis
atie 
1=nietbinnenka
ders, 
5=welbinnenka
ders 
1=afstan
d, 
5=nabijh
eid 
1=discre
et, 
5=openh
eid 
1=moreel, 
5=functio
neel 
1=particip
atie, 
5=macht 
1=kleinsch
alig, 
5=grootsch
alig 
1=weiger
en, 
5=opvolg
en 
1=prod
uct, 
5=proc
es 
1=welop
en, 
5=nietop
en 
1=organis
atie, 
5=klant 
1=welbinnenka
ders, 
5=nietbinnenka
ders 
1=nabijh
eid, 
5=afstan
d 
1=openh
eid, 
5=discre
et 
1=function
eel, 
5=moreel 
1=macht, 
5=particip
atie 
1=grootsch
alig, 
5=kleinsch
alig 
1=opvolg
en, 
5=weiger
en 
1=proc
es, 
5=prod
uct 
Blue Mean 4,00 3,50 4,00 2,50 2,75 4,25 3,00 3,25 2,75 4,25 2,50 2,75 3,75 2,75 2,50 4,00 2,50 3,50 3,00 2,75 
N 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 
Std. 
Deviati
on 
,000 ,577 ,816 ,577 1,258 ,957 1,414 ,957 1,258 ,500 1,000 ,500 ,500 1,500 ,577 1,414 1,000 1,291 ,816 1,708 
Yello
w 
Mean 4,00 2,00 3,00 3,25 2,00 4,25 4,00 3,25 1,50 3,75 3,25 3,00 3,25 2,00 2,25 4,50 2,25 3,25 2,00 2,25 
N 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 
Std. 
Deviati
on 
,816 ,816 1,155 ,957 1,414 ,500 ,000 ,957 ,577 ,500 ,957 ,816 ,957 ,816 ,500 ,577 ,500 ,957 ,816 ,500 
Gree
n 
Mean 3,86 2,76 3,23 3,05 2,22 3,53 1,92 2,68 1,80 3,97 3,01 2,74 3,03 2,34 2,53 3,92 2,27 2,65 2,42 2,93 
N 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 
Std. 
Deviati
on 
,799 ,888 ,900 1,032 1,050 1,050 ,888 1,074 ,860 ,827 1,000 ,845 1,134 ,940 ,864 ,754 ,880 ,957 1,147 1,114 
Red Mean 3,84 3,02 3,22 3,27 2,38 3,16 2,11 2,73 2,07 3,67 3,00 2,87 2,71 2,80 2,44 3,58 2,13 2,56 2,42 3,20 
N 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 
Std. 
Deviati
on 
,878 1,011 ,927 ,915 1,072 ,976 ,885 ,986 ,963 1,000 1,128 ,661 ,944 1,120 ,893 ,866 ,815 ,813 1,118 1,236 
Whit
e 
Mean 4,00 2,43 2,90 2,95 2,43 3,10 1,67 2,29 1,67 4,05 3,62 2,71 2,81 3,00 2,81 3,81 2,10 2,48 1,90 3,10 
N 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 
Std. 
Deviati
on 
,837 ,870 ,995 1,024 1,287 1,091 ,796 1,146 ,856 ,921 ,865 ,644 ,928 1,140 1,030 ,680 ,889 ,928 ,995 ,944 
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Total Mean 3,89 2,79 3,20 3,09 2,30 3,39 2,03 2,67 1,88 3,89 3,09 2,78 2,93 2,57 2,53 3,82 2,21 2,64 2,35 3,01 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 
Std. 
Deviati
on 
,813 ,942 ,931 ,985 1,098 1,047 ,954 1,059 ,910 ,889 1,036 ,752 1,044 1,063 ,884 ,808 ,851 ,927 1,112 1,137 
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7.8 Appendix 8: SPSS Output on Reliability Check Dilemma Questions 
Scale: Question 1 & 11 
 
Reliability Statistics 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
Cronbach's 
Alpha Based on 
Standardized 
Items N of Items 
,342 ,352 2 
 
Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 1=nietopen, 
5=welopen 
1=welopen, 
5=nietopen 
1=niet open, 5=wel open 1,000 ,214 
1=wel open, 5=niet open ,214 1,000 
 
Summary Item Statistics 
 
Mean Minimum Maximum Range 
Maximum / 
Minimum Variance N of Items 
Item Means 3,460 3,070 3,850 ,781 1,254 ,305 2 
Item Variances ,860 ,633 1,087 ,453 1,715 ,103 2 
 
 
Scale: Question 2 & 12 
 
Reliability Statistics 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
Cronbach's 
Alpha Based on 
Standardized 
Items N of Items 
,367 ,371 2 
 
Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 1=klant, 
5=organisatie 
1=organisatie, 
5=klant 
1=klant, 5=organisatie 1,000 ,228 
1=organisatie, 5=klant ,228 1,000 
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Summary Item Statistics 
 
Mean Minimum Maximum Range 
Maximum / 
Minimum Variance N of Items 
Item Means 2,754 2,754 2,754 ,000 1,000 ,000 2 
Item Variances ,735 ,606 ,864 ,258 1,426 ,033 2 
 
Scale: Question 3 & 13 
 
  Reliability Statistics 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
Cronbach's 
Alpha Based on 
Standardized 
Items N of Items 
,135 ,136 2 
 
Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 1=nietbinnenkad
ers, 
5=welbinnenkad
ers 
1=welbinnenkad
ers, 
5=nietbinnenkad
ers 
1=nietbinnenkaders, 
5=welbinnenkaders 
1,000 ,073 
1=welbinnenkaders, 
5=nietbinnenkaders 
,073 1,000 
 
Summary Item Statistics 
 
Mean Minimum Maximum Range 
Maximum / 
Minimum Variance N of Items 
Item Means 3,099 2,963 3,235 ,273 1,092 ,037 2 
Item Variances 1,017 ,858 1,176 ,318 1,370 ,050 2 
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Scale: Question 4 & 14 
 
Reliability Statistics 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
Cronbach's 
Alpha Based on 
Standardized 
Items N of Items 
,337 ,338 2 
 
Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 1=afstand, 
5=nabijheid 
1=nabijheid, 
5=afstand 
1=afstand, 5=nabijheid 1,000 ,204 
1=nabijheid, 5=afstand ,204 1,000 
 
Summary Item Statistics 
 
Mean Minimum Maximum Range 
Maximum / 
Minimum Variance N of Items 
Item Means 2,824 2,556 3,091 ,535 1,209 ,143 2 
Item Variances 1,074 ,986 1,162 ,176 1,178 ,015 2 
 
 
Scale: Question 5 & 15 
 
Reliability Statistics 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
Cronbach's 
Alpha Based on 
Standardized 
Items N of Items 
,181 ,186 2 
 
Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 1=discreet, 
5=openheid 
1=openheid, 
5=discreet 
1=discreet, 5=openheid 1,000 ,103 
1=openheid, 5=discreet ,103 1,000 
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Summary Item Statistics 
 
Mean Minimum Maximum Range 
Maximum / 
Minimum Variance N of Items 
Item Means 2,404 2,294 2,513 ,219 1,096 ,024 2 
Item Variances ,961 ,724 1,198 ,474 1,654 ,112 2 
 
 
Scale: Question 6 & 16 
 
Reliability Statistics 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
Cronbach's 
Alpha Based on 
Standardized 
Items N of Items 
,501 ,514 2 
 
Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 1=moreel, 
5=functioneel 
1=functioneel, 
5=moreel 
1=moreel, 5=functioneel 1,000 ,346 
1=functioneel, 5=moreel ,346 1,000 
 
Summary Item Statistics 
 
Mean Minimum Maximum Range 
Maximum / 
Minimum Variance N of Items 
Item Means 3,610 3,401 3,818 ,417 1,123 ,087 2 
Item Variances ,846 ,633 1,059 ,425 1,671 ,090 2 
 
 
Scale: Question 7 & 17 
 
Reliability Statistics 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
Cronbach's 
Alpha Based on 
Standardized 
Items N of Items 
,329 ,331 2 
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Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 1=participatie, 
5=macht 
1=macht, 
5=participatie 
1=participatie, 5=macht 1,000 ,199 
1=macht, 5=participatie ,199 1,000 
 
Summary Item Statistics 
 
Mean Minimum Maximum Range 
Maximum / 
Minimum Variance N of Items 
Item Means 2,118 2,070 2,166 ,096 1,047 ,005 2 
Item Variances ,898 ,773 1,022 ,249 1,321 ,031 2 
 
 
Scale: Question 8 & 18 
 
Reliability Statistics 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
Cronbach's 
Alpha Based on 
Standardized 
Items N of Items 
,387 ,388 2 
 
Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 1=kleinschalig, 
5=grootschalig 
1=grootschalig, 
5=kleinschalig 
1=kleinschalig, 
5=grootschalig 
1,000 ,241 
1=grootschalig, 
5=kleinschalig 
,241 1,000 
 
Summary Item Statistics 
 
Mean Minimum Maximum Range 
Maximum / 
Minimum Variance N of Items 
Item Means 2,674 2,663 2,684 ,021 1,008 ,000 2 
Item Variances 1,011 ,913 1,110 ,197 1,216 ,019 2 
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Scale: Question 9 & 19 
Reliability Statistics 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
Cronbach's 
Alpha Based on 
Standardized 
Items N of Items 
,541 ,545 2 
 
Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 1=weigeren, 
5=opvolgen 
1=opvolgen, 
5=weigeren 
1=weigeren, 5=opvolgen 1,000 ,375 
1=opvolgen, 5=weigeren ,375 1,000 
 
Summary Item Statistics 
 
Mean Minimum Maximum Range 
Maximum / 
Minimum Variance N of Items 
Item Means 2,088 1,866 2,310 ,444 1,238 ,099 2 
Item Variances 1,026 ,880 1,172 ,292 1,332 ,043 2 
 
 
Scale: Question 10 & 20 
 
Reliability Statistics 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
Cronbach's 
Alpha Based on 
Standardized 
Items N of Items 
,053 ,054 2 
 
Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 1=product, 
5=proces 
1=proces, 
5=product 
1=product, 5=proces 1,000 ,028 
1=proces, 5=product ,028 1,000 
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Summary Item Statistics 
 
Mean Minimum Maximum Range 
Maximum / 
Minimum Variance N of Items 
Item Means 3,433 3,000 3,866 ,866 1,289 ,375 2 
Item Variances ,994 ,740 1,247 ,507 1,685 ,129 2 
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7.9 Appendix 9: SPSS Output on the Correlation Analysis: Dilemma 
Questions; Integral Colours and Dilemma Questions
79 
 
Correlations 
  
Red 
Yello
w 
Gree
n Blue 
Whit
e 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
Red Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
1 -,342
**
 -
,308
**
 
-
,268
*
*
 
-,085 -,010 ,020 ,104 ,164
*
 -,041 -
,287
*
*
 
-,155 ,016 ,024 ,010 -,016 -,013 -
,129 
,145 -,078 -
,199
*
 
-,091 -,123 -,072 ,119 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
 
,000 ,000 ,001 ,302 ,905 ,810 ,210 ,047 ,617 ,000 ,060 ,843 ,769 ,905 ,850 ,874 ,119 ,079 ,348 ,015 ,271 ,137 ,382 ,149 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 
Yello
w 
Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
-
,342
*
*
 
1 -,198
*
 -,049 -
,307
**
 
,109 ,018 ,074 ,059 ,045 ,140 ,114 ,083 -,036 -,109 -,040 ,045 ,011 -,049 -,085 ,070 -,015 ,117 -,051 -
,193
*
 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,000 
 
,016 ,557 ,000 ,189 ,827 ,370 ,476 ,585 ,090 ,169 ,316 ,663 ,185 ,631 ,583 ,896 ,552 ,306 ,399 ,857 ,156 ,535 ,018 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 
Green Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
-
,308
*
*
 
-,198
*
 1 -
,314
*
*
 
-,124 ,013 -,126 -,023 -,037 -,120 ,055 -
,189
*
 
-,083 -
,166
*
 
,138 ,043 -,114 ,064 -
,204
*
 
,042 ,185
*
 ,007 -,057 ,019 -,069 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,000 ,016 
 
,000 ,132 ,880 ,127 ,781 ,653 ,145 ,503 ,022 ,317 ,044 ,094 ,603 ,167 ,437 ,013 ,610 ,024 ,936 ,495 ,817 ,408 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 
Blue Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
-
,268
*
*
 
-,049 -
,314
**
 
1 -
,491
**
 
-,053 ,255
*
*
 
-,046 -,044 ,096 ,263
*
*
 
,392
*
*
 
,234
*
*
 
,222
*
*
 
-,097 -,158 ,137 ,108 -,030 -,027 -,075 ,110 ,170
*
 ,159 ,056 
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Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,001 ,557 ,000 
 
,000 ,523 ,002 ,577 ,594 ,245 ,001 ,000 ,004 ,007 ,242 ,055 ,097 ,192 ,713 ,741 ,365 ,184 ,039 ,054 ,501 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 
White Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
-,085 -,307
**
 -,124 -
,491
*
*
 
1 -,040 -
,194
*
 
-,093 -,127 ,008 -
,183
*
 
-
,199
*
 
-
,265
*
*
 
-,078 ,062 ,181
*
 -,069 -
,063 
,127 ,139 ,039 -,024 -,115 -,075 ,058 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,302 ,000 ,132 ,000 
 
,631 ,018 ,261 ,125 ,920 ,026 ,016 ,001 ,347 ,452 ,027 ,406 ,449 ,123 ,092 ,638 ,768 ,162 ,364 ,485 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 
1 Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
-,010 ,109 ,013 -,053 -,040 1 -,129 -,033 -,003 -,060 ,061 -,005 ,066 -
,175
*
 
,218
*
*
 
,238
*
*
 
-,119 -
,034 
-,018 ,086 ,082 -,083 ,134 -,151 -,035 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,905 ,189 ,880 ,523 ,631 
 
,117 ,690 ,968 ,471 ,460 ,954 ,424 ,033 ,008 ,004 ,150 ,680 ,832 ,299 ,323 ,316 ,105 ,067 ,672 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 
2 Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
,020 ,018 -,126 ,255
*
*
 
-
,194
*
 
-,129 1 ,264
*
*
 
,102 ,134 ,077 ,248
*
*
 
,312
*
*
 
,311
*
*
 
-,060 -
,239
*
*
 
,233
*
*
 
,088 -,062 -,126 -,024 -,072 ,021 ,136 -,067 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,810 ,827 ,127 ,002 ,018 ,117 
 
,001 ,217 ,104 ,353 ,002 ,000 ,000 ,471 ,003 ,004 ,289 ,451 ,126 ,775 ,383 ,801 ,100 ,417 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 
3 Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
,104 ,074 -,023 -,046 -,093 -,033 ,264
*
*
 
1 ,143 -,032 -,023 ,117 ,087 ,197
*
 -,040 -,152 -,036 ,085 -,046 -,128 -,043 ,120 -,051 ,143 -,099 
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Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,210 ,370 ,781 ,577 ,261 ,690 ,001 
 
,083 ,699 ,777 ,158 ,293 ,016 ,629 ,065 ,662 ,304 ,581 ,121 ,607 ,148 ,541 ,082 ,231 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 
4 Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
,164
*
 ,059 -,037 -,044 -,127 -,003 ,102 ,143 1 -,033 ,017 -,032 ,167
*
 ,066 ,152 -
,255
*
*
 
-,027 -
,046 
,214
*
*
 
-
,238
*
*
 
-,004 -
,162
*
 
-,089 -,074 -,038 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,047 ,476 ,653 ,594 ,125 ,968 ,217 ,083 
 
,690 ,842 ,702 ,042 ,425 ,066 ,002 ,742 ,578 ,009 ,004 ,963 ,050 ,284 ,371 ,650 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 
5 Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
-,041 ,045 -,120 ,096 ,008 -,060 ,134 -,032 -,033 1 ,049 ,063 -,100 ,235
*
*
 
,006 -,071 ,121 -
,069 
,112 ,084 -,037 ,084 ,116 ,168
*
 ,002 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,617 ,585 ,145 ,245 ,920 ,471 ,104 ,699 ,690 
 
,550 ,443 ,226 ,004 ,942 ,388 ,142 ,404 ,177 ,310 ,658 ,309 ,159 ,041 ,979 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 
6 Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
-
,287
*
*
 
,140 ,055 ,263
*
*
 
-
,183
*
 
,061 ,077 -,023 ,017 ,049 1 ,330
*
*
 
,136 -,064 -,035 -,126 -,082 -
,073 
-
,210
*
 
-,051 ,350
*
*
 
,121 ,155 ,004 -
,222
*
*
 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,000 ,090 ,503 ,001 ,026 ,460 ,353 ,777 ,842 ,550 
 
,000 ,099 ,441 ,677 ,127 ,323 ,380 ,011 ,537 ,000 ,143 ,059 ,965 ,007 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 
7 Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
-,155 ,114 -,189
*
 ,392
*
*
 
-
,199
*
 
-,005 ,248
*
*
 
,117 -,032 ,063 ,330
*
*
 
1 ,271
*
*
 
,106 -,101 -,051 -,068 -
,005 
-,129 -,049 ,015 ,219
*
*
 
,188
*
 -,035 -,113 
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Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,060 ,169 ,022 ,000 ,016 ,954 ,002 ,158 ,702 ,443 ,000 
 
,001 ,201 ,223 ,542 ,414 ,954 ,117 ,550 ,854 ,007 ,022 ,676 ,171 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 
8 Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
,016 ,083 -,083 ,234
*
*
 
-
,265
**
 
,066 ,312
*
*
 
,087 ,167
*
 -,100 ,136 ,271
*
*
 
1 ,120 ,041 -,147 ,021 ,082 -,102 -
,195
*
 
-,039 ,002 ,264
*
*
 
-,097 -,138 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,843 ,316 ,317 ,004 ,001 ,424 ,000 ,293 ,042 ,226 ,099 ,001 
 
,145 ,619 ,075 ,804 ,320 ,218 ,017 ,636 ,981 ,001 ,241 ,095 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 
9 Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
,024 -,036 -,166
*
 ,222
*
*
 
-,078 -
,175
*
 
,311
*
*
 
,197
*
 ,066 ,235
*
*
 
-,064 ,106 ,120 1 -,117 -
,284
*
*
 
,260
*
*
 
,091 ,115 -,003 -
,308
*
*
 
,077 -,005 ,439
*
*
 
-,025 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,769 ,663 ,044 ,007 ,347 ,033 ,000 ,016 ,425 ,004 ,441 ,201 ,145 
 
,156 ,000 ,001 ,273 ,165 ,968 ,000 ,352 ,956 ,000 ,766 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 
10 Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
,010 -,109 ,138 -,097 ,062 ,218
*
*
 
-,060 -,040 ,152 ,006 -,035 -,101 ,041 -,117 1 -,145 -,137 -
,067 
,001 -,021 -,028 -
,284
*
*
 
-
,180
*
 
-
,168
*
 
,001 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,905 ,185 ,094 ,242 ,452 ,008 ,471 ,629 ,066 ,942 ,677 ,223 ,619 ,156 
 
,079 ,097 ,416 ,987 ,797 ,739 ,000 ,028 ,042 ,986 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 
11 Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
-,016 -,040 ,043 -,158 ,181
*
 ,238
*
*
 
-
,239
*
*
 
-,152 -
,255
*
*
 
-,071 -,126 -,051 -,147 -
,284
*
*
 
-,145 1 -,089 -
,032 
,145 ,201
*
 ,035 ,056 ,126 -,027 ,074 
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Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,850 ,631 ,603 ,055 ,027 ,004 ,003 ,065 ,002 ,388 ,127 ,542 ,075 ,000 ,079 
 
,282 ,703 ,078 ,014 ,668 ,498 ,128 ,745 ,371 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 
12 Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
-,013 ,045 -,114 ,137 -,069 -,119 ,233
*
*
 
-,036 -,027 ,121 -,082 -,068 ,021 ,260
*
*
 
-,137 -,089 1 -
,003 
,122 ,032 -,110 -,088 -,016 ,140 -,020 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,874 ,583 ,167 ,097 ,406 ,150 ,004 ,662 ,742 ,142 ,323 ,414 ,804 ,001 ,097 ,282 
 
,968 ,138 ,704 ,183 ,286 ,844 ,089 ,805 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 
13 Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
-,129 ,011 ,064 ,108 -,063 -,034 ,088 ,085 -,046 -,069 -,073 -,005 ,082 ,091 -,067 -,032 -,003 1 -,004 ,029 ,016 ,056 ,162
*
 -,030 ,035 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,119 ,896 ,437 ,192 ,449 ,680 ,289 ,304 ,578 ,404 ,380 ,954 ,320 ,273 ,416 ,703 ,968 
 
,960 ,731 ,846 ,500 ,050 ,717 ,671 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 
14 Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
,145 -,049 -,204
*
 -,030 ,127 -,018 -,062 -,046 ,214
*
*
 
,112 -
,210
*
 
-,129 -,102 ,115 ,001 ,145 ,122 -
,004 
1 ,157 -,083 ,077 ,076 ,012 ,061 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,079 ,552 ,013 ,713 ,123 ,832 ,451 ,581 ,009 ,177 ,011 ,117 ,218 ,165 ,987 ,078 ,138 ,960 
 
,057 ,316 ,355 ,358 ,882 ,461 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 
15 Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
-,078 -,085 ,042 -,027 ,139 ,086 -,126 -,128 -
,238
*
*
 
,084 -,051 -,049 -
,195
*
 
-,003 -,021 ,201
*
 ,032 ,029 ,157 1 -
,167
*
 
,194
*
 ,173
*
 ,078 ,047 
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Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,348 ,306 ,610 ,741 ,092 ,299 ,126 ,121 ,004 ,310 ,537 ,550 ,017 ,968 ,797 ,014 ,704 ,731 ,057 
 
,042 ,018 ,036 ,347 ,571 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 
16 Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
-
,199
*
 
,070 ,185
*
 -,075 ,039 ,082 -,024 -,043 -,004 -,037 ,350
*
*
 
,015 -,039 -
,308
*
*
 
-,028 ,035 -,110 ,016 -,083 -
,167
*
 
1 ,076 ,138 -,072 -,153 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,015 ,399 ,024 ,365 ,638 ,323 ,775 ,607 ,963 ,658 ,000 ,854 ,636 ,000 ,739 ,668 ,183 ,846 ,316 ,042 
 
,361 ,096 ,385 ,064 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 
17 Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
-,091 -,015 ,007 ,110 -,024 -,083 -,072 ,120 -
,162
*
 
,084 ,121 ,219
*
*
 
,002 ,077 -
,284
*
*
 
,056 -,088 ,056 ,077 ,194
*
 ,076 1 ,348
*
*
 
,101 -,108 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,271 ,857 ,936 ,184 ,768 ,316 ,383 ,148 ,050 ,309 ,143 ,007 ,981 ,352 ,000 ,498 ,286 ,500 ,355 ,018 ,361 
 
,000 ,220 ,190 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 
18 Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
-,123 ,117 -,057 ,170
*
 -,115 ,134 ,021 -,051 -,089 ,116 ,155 ,188
*
 ,264
*
*
 
-,005 -
,180
*
 
,126 -,016 ,162
*
 
,076 ,173
*
 ,138 ,348
*
*
 
1 ,046 -,028 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,137 ,156 ,495 ,039 ,162 ,105 ,801 ,541 ,284 ,159 ,059 ,022 ,001 ,956 ,028 ,128 ,844 ,050 ,358 ,036 ,096 ,000 
 
,579 ,739 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 
19 Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
-,072 -,051 ,019 ,159 -,075 -,151 ,136 ,143 -,074 ,168
*
 ,004 -,035 -,097 ,439
*
*
 
-
,168
*
 
-,027 ,140 -
,030 
,012 ,078 -,072 ,101 ,046 1 ,018 
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Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,382 ,535 ,817 ,054 ,364 ,067 ,100 ,082 ,371 ,041 ,965 ,676 ,241 ,000 ,042 ,745 ,089 ,717 ,882 ,347 ,385 ,220 ,579 
 
,830 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 
20 Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
,119 -,193
*
 -,069 ,056 ,058 -,035 -,067 -,099 -,038 ,002 -
,222
*
*
 
-,113 -,138 -,025 ,001 ,074 -,020 ,035 ,061 ,047 -,153 -,108 -,028 ,018 1 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,149 ,018 ,408 ,501 ,485 ,672 ,417 ,231 ,650 ,979 ,007 ,171 ,095 ,766 ,986 ,371 ,805 ,671 ,461 ,571 ,064 ,190 ,739 ,830 
 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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7.10 Appendix 10: Comparing Dominant Change Styles and Dilemma 
Questions 
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Colour 1=niet
open, 
5=wel
open 
1=klant
, 
5=orga
nisatie 
1=nietbinn
enkaders, 
5=welbinn
enkaders 
1=afst
and, 
5=nab
ijheid 
1=disc
reet, 
5=ope
nheid 
1=mor
eel, 
5=funct
ioneel 
1=parti
cipatie, 
5=mac
ht 
1=klein
schalig, 
5=groot
schalig 
1=wei
geren, 
5=opv
olgen 
1=pro
duct, 
5=pro
ces 
1=wel
open, 
5=niet
open 
1=orga
nisatie, 
5=klant 
1=welbinn
enkaders, 
5=nietbinn
enkaders 
1=nab
ijheid, 
5=afst
and 
1=ope
nheid, 
5=disc
reet 
1=funct
ioneel, 
5=more
el 
1=mac
ht, 
5=parti
cipatie 
1=groot
schalig, 
5=kleins
chalig 
1=opv
olgen, 
5=wei
geren 
1=pr
oces, 
5=pr
oduct 
Blu
e 
Mea
n 
4,00 3,50 4,00 2,50 2,75 4,25 3,00 3,25 2,75 4,25 2,50 2,75 3,75 2,75 2,50 4,00 2,50 3,50 3,00 2,75 
N 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 
Std. 
Devi
ation 
,000 ,577 ,816 ,577 1,258 ,957 1,414 ,957 1,258 ,500 1,000 ,500 ,500 1,500 ,577 1,414 1,000 1,291 ,816 1,70
8 
Yel
low 
Mea
n 
4,00 2,00 3,00 3,25 2,00 4,25 4,00 3,25 1,50 3,75 3,25 3,00 3,25 2,00 2,25 4,50 2,25 3,25 2,00 2,25 
N 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 
Std. 
Devi
ation 
,816 ,816 1,155 ,957 1,414 ,500 ,000 ,957 ,577 ,500 ,957 ,816 ,957 ,816 ,500 ,577 ,500 ,957 ,816 ,500 
Gr
ee
n 
Mea
n 
3,86 2,76 3,23 3,05 2,22 3,53 1,92 2,68 1,80 3,97 3,01 2,74 3,03 2,34 2,53 3,92 2,27 2,65 2,42 2,93 
N 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 
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Std. 
Devi
ation 
,799 ,888 ,900 1,032 1,050 1,050 ,888 1,074 ,860 ,827 1,000 ,845 1,134 ,940 ,864 ,754 ,880 ,957 1,147 1,11
4 
Re
d 
Mea
n 
3,84 3,02 3,22 3,27 2,38 3,16 2,11 2,73 2,07 3,67 3,00 2,87 2,71 2,80 2,44 3,58 2,13 2,56 2,42 3,20 
N 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 
Std. 
Devi
ation 
,878 1,011 ,927 ,915 1,072 ,976 ,885 ,986 ,963 1,000 1,128 ,661 ,944 1,120 ,893 ,866 ,815 ,813 1,118 1,23
6 
Wh
ite 
Mea
n 
4,00 2,43 2,90 2,95 2,43 3,10 1,67 2,29 1,67 4,05 3,62 2,71 2,81 3,00 2,81 3,81 2,10 2,48 1,90 3,10 
N 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 
Std. 
Devi
ation 
,837 ,870 ,995 1,024 1,287 1,091 ,796 1,146 ,856 ,921 ,865 ,644 ,928 1,140 1,030 ,680 ,889 ,928 ,995 ,944 
Tot
al 
Mea
n 
3,89 2,79 3,20 3,09 2,30 3,39 2,03 2,67 1,88 3,89 3,09 2,78 2,93 2,57 2,53 3,82 2,21 2,64 2,35 3,01 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 
Std. 
Devi
ation 
,813 ,942 ,931 ,985 1,098 1,047 ,954 1,059 ,910 ,889 1,036 ,752 1,044 1,063 ,884 ,808 ,851 ,927 1,112 1,13
7 
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7.11 Appendix 11: ANOVA Dominant Change Paradigms en Dilemma 
Questions 
Tabel waarin je ziet in welke dilemma er significante verschillen zijn wat betreft score per 
voorkeursstijl (significant verschil als sig < 0.05) 
ANOVA Table
a
 
   Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
1=nietopen, 5=welopen 
* Kleur 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) ,488 4 ,122 ,181 ,948 
Within Groups 96,560 143 ,675   
Total 97,047 147    
1=klant, 5=organisatie 
* Kleur 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 9,765 4 2,441 2,891 ,024 
Within Groups 120,742 143 ,844   
Total 130,507 147    
1=nietbinnenkaders, 
5=welbinnenkaders * 
Kleur 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 4,636 4 1,159 1,351 ,254 
Within Groups 122,682 143 ,858   
Total 127,318 147    
1=afstand, 5=nabijheid 
* Kleur 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 3,390 4 ,847 ,870 ,484 
Within Groups 139,286 143 ,974   
Total 142,676 147    
1=discreet, 
5=openheid * Kleur 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 2,306 4 ,577 ,471 ,757 
Within Groups 175,011 143 1,224   
Total 177,318 147    
1=moreel, 
5=functioneel * Kleur 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 11,604 4 2,901 2,772 ,029 
Within Groups 149,667 143 1,047   
Total 161,270 147    
1=participatie, 5=macht 
* Kleur 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 23,267 4 5,817 7,519 ,000 
Within Groups 110,625 143 ,774   
Total 133,892 147    
90 
 
1=kleinschalig, 
5=grootschalig * Kleur 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 5,975 4 1,494 1,345 ,256 
Within Groups 158,802 143 1,111   
Total 164,777 147    
1=weigeren, 
5=opvolgen * Kleur 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 6,635 4 1,659 2,059 ,089 
Within Groups 115,176 143 ,805   
Total 121,811 147    
1=product, 5=proces * 
Kleur 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 3,872 4 ,968 1,232 ,300 
Within Groups 112,398 143 ,786   
Total 116,270 147    
1=welopen, 5=nietopen 
* Kleur 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 8,169 4 2,042 1,951 ,105 
Within Groups 149,689 143 1,047   
Total 157,858 147    
1=organisatie, 5=klant 
* Kleur 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) ,724 4 ,181 ,314 ,868 
Within Groups 82,357 143 ,576   
Total 83,081 147    
1=welbinnenkaders, 
5=nietbinnenkaders * 
Kleur 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 6,254 4 1,563 1,452 ,220 
Within Groups 153,928 143 1,076   
Total 160,182 147    
1=nabijheid, 5=afstand 
* Kleur 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 11,678 4 2,920 2,702 ,033 
Within Groups 154,504 143 1,080   
Total 166,182 147    
1=openheid, 
5=discreet * Kleur 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 2,286 4 ,571 ,726 ,575 
Within Groups 112,545 143 ,787   
Total 114,831 147    
1=functioneel, 
5=moreel * Kleur 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 5,345 4 1,336 2,106 ,083 
Within Groups 90,729 143 ,634   
Total 96,074 147    
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1=macht, 5=participatie 
* Kleur 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 1,153 4 ,288 ,391 ,815 
Within Groups 105,354 143 ,737   
Total 106,507 147    
1=grootschalig, 
5=kleinschalig * Kleur 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 5,333 4 1,333 1,576 ,184 
Within Groups 120,964 143 ,846   
Total 126,297 147    
1=opvolgen, 
5=weigeren * Kleur 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 6,929 4 1,732 1,417 ,231 
Within Groups 174,801 143 1,222   
Total 181,730 147    
1=proces, 5=product * 
Kleur 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 4,801 4 1,200 ,927 ,450 
Within Groups 185,172 143 1,295   
Total 189,973 147    
a. The grouping variable Colour is a string, so the test for linearity cannot be computed. 
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7.12 Appendix 12: SPSS Output on Comparing Descriptives and Colours 
With “compare means” is analyzed how the seven descriptives score on the various colours. 
The means are compared. ANOVA is performed to check on statistical significant differences 
between groups per descriptive. Correlation Analysis is used to establish possible significant 
linear relations. 
Position and Colours 
Report 
1=junior, 2=consultant, 
3=senior Red Yellow Green Blue White 
1 Mean 8,0667 3,5333 8,0000 4,6667 5,7333 
N 15 15 15 15 15 
Std. Deviation 1,86956 1,40746 1,77281 1,98806 1,48645 
2 Mean 7,7831 3,9518 8,1084 3,4578 6,6988 
N 83 83 83 83 83 
Std. Deviation 1,65314 1,53737 1,69657 1,91465 1,45447 
3 Mean 7,4600 4,1200 8,2600 2,9000 7,2600 
N 50 50 50 50 50 
Std. Deviation 1,83181 1,68596 1,66366 1,85439 2,22976 
Total Mean 7,7027 3,9662 8,1486 3,3919 6,7905 
N 148 148 148 148 148 
Std. Deviation 1,73582 1,57539 1,68371 1,95401 1,80043 
 
ANOVA Table 
   Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Red * 1=junior, 
2=consultant, 
3=senior 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 5,469 2 2,735 ,906 ,406 
Linearity 5,458 1 5,458 1,809 ,181 
Deviation from 
Linearity 
,012 1 ,012 ,004 ,951 
Within Groups 437,450 145 3,017   
Total 442,919 147    
Yellow * 1=junior, 
2=consultant, 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 4,011 2 2,005 ,806 ,449 
Linearity 3,546 1 3,546 1,425 ,235 
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3=senior Deviation from 
Linearity 
,464 1 ,464 ,187 ,666 
Within Groups 360,821 145 2,488   
Total 364,831 147    
Green * 1=junior, 
2=consultant, 
3=senior 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 1,086 2 ,543 ,189 ,828 
Linearity 1,072 1 1,072 ,374 ,542 
Deviation from 
Linearity 
,014 1 ,014 ,005 ,945 
Within Groups 415,644 145 2,867   
Total 416,730 147    
Blue * 1=junior, 
2=consultant, 
3=senior 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 36,835 2 18,417 5,092 ,007 
Linearity 33,692 1 33,692 9,315 ,003 
Deviation from 
Linearity 
3,143 1 3,143 ,869 ,353 
Within Groups 524,436 145 3,617   
Total 561,270 147    
White * 1=junior, 
2=consultant, 
3=senior 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 28,484 2 14,242 4,609 ,011 
Linearity 27,272 1 27,272 8,826 ,003 
Deviation from 
Linearity 
1,212 1 1,212 ,392 ,532 
Within Groups 448,023 145 3,090   
Total 476,507 147    
 
Correlations 
  1=junior, 
2=consultant, 
3=senior Red Yellow Green Blue White 
1=junior, 2=consultant, 
3=senior 
Pearson 
Correlation 
1 -,111 ,099 ,051 -,245
**
 ,239
**
 
Sig. (2-tailed)  ,179 ,233 ,540 ,003 ,003 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 
Red Pearson 
Correlation 
-,111 1 -,342
**
 -,308
**
 -,268
**
 -,085 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,179  ,000 ,000 ,001 ,302 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 
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Yellow Pearson 
Correlation 
,099 -,342
**
 1 -,198
*
 -,049 -,307
**
 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,233 ,000  ,016 ,557 ,000 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 
Green Pearson 
Correlation 
,051 -,308
**
 -,198
*
 1 -,314
**
 -,124 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,540 ,000 ,016  ,000 ,132 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 
Blue Pearson 
Correlation 
-,245
**
 -,268
**
 -,049 -,314
**
 1 -,491
**
 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,003 ,001 ,557 ,000  ,000 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 
White Pearson 
Correlation 
,239
**
 -,085 -,307
**
 -,124 -,491
**
 1 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,003 ,302 ,000 ,132 ,000  
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
 
Gender and Colours 
Report 
1=male, 2=female Red Yellow Green Blue White 
1 Mean 7,5714 4,0879 8,1648 3,2308 6,9451 
N 91 91 91 91 91 
Std. Deviation 1,72010 1,65091 1,63479 1,88607 1,92274 
2 Mean 7,9123 3,7719 8,1228 3,6491 6,5439 
N 57 57 57 57 57 
Std. Deviation 1,75541 1,43946 1,77352 2,04844 1,57060 
Total Mean 7,7027 3,9662 8,1486 3,3919 6,7905 
N 148 148 148 148 148 
Std. Deviation 1,73582 1,57539 1,68371 1,95401 1,80043 
 
ANOVA Table
a,b,c,d,e
 
   Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
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Red * 1=male, 
2=female 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 4,072 1 4,072 1,355 ,246 
Within Groups 438,847 146 3,006   
Total 442,919 147    
Yellow* 1=male, 
2=female 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 3,499 1 3,499 1,414 ,236 
Within Groups 361,332 146 2,475   
Total 364,831 147    
Green * 1=male, 
2=female 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) ,062 1 ,062 ,022 ,883 
Within Groups 416,668 146 2,854   
Total 416,730 147    
Blue * 1=male, 
2=female 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 6,134 1 6,134 1,613 ,206 
Within Groups 555,136 146 3,802   
Total 561,270 147    
       
White * 1=male, 
2=female 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 5,641 1 5,641 1,749 ,188 
Within Groups 470,866 146 3,225   
Total 476,507 147    
a. With fewer than three groups, linearity measures for Rood * 1=man, 2=vrouw cannot be computed. 
b. With fewer than three groups, linearity measures for Geel * 1=man, 2=vrouw cannot be computed. 
c. With fewer than three groups, linearity measures for Groen * 1=man, 2=vrouw cannot be computed. 
d. With fewer than three groups, linearity measures for Blauw * 1=man, 2=vrouw cannot be computed. 
e. With fewer than three groups, linearity measures for Wit * 1=man, 2=vrouw cannot be computed. 
 
Age and Colours 
Report 
1=18-25, 2=26-35, 3=36-
45, 4=46-55, 5=56-65, 
6=>65 Red Yellow Green Blue White 
1 Mean 7,3333 3,6667 7,3333 5,3333 6,3333 
N 6 6 6 6 6 
Std. Deviation 1,96638 ,81650 1,50555 2,06559 1,96638 
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2 Mean 7,9592 3,8571 8,1633 3,4286 6,5918 
N 49 49 49 49 49 
Std. Deviation 1,55402 1,38444 1,91863 1,98956 1,38321 
3 Mean 7,4865 4,2432 8,0270 3,3784 6,8649 
N 37 37 37 37 37 
Std. Deviation 2,02240 1,63987 1,62423 1,90542 1,65264 
4 Mean 7,6750 4,0250 8,1250 3,3250 6,8500 
N 40 40 40 40 40 
Std. Deviation 1,74514 1,74661 1,57199 1,85897 2,14297 
5 Mean 7,6250 3,6250 8,7500 2,7500 7,2500 
N 16 16 16 16 16 
Std. Deviation 1,54380 1,78419 1,34164 1,91485 2,32379 
Total Mean 7,7027 3,9662 8,1486 3,3919 6,7905 
N 148 148 148 148 148 
Std. Deviation 1,73582 1,57539 1,68371 1,95401 1,80043 
 
ANOVA Table 
   Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Red * 1=18-25, 2=26-
35, 3=36-45, 4=46-
55, 5=56-65, 6=>65 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 5,899 4 1,475 ,483 ,749 
Linearity ,781 1 ,781 ,256 ,614 
Deviation from 
Linearity 
5,118 3 1,706 ,558 ,643 
Within Groups 437,020 143 3,056   
Total 442,919 147    
Yellow* 1=18-25, 
2=26-35, 3=36-45, 
4=46-55, 5=56-65, 
6=>65 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 5,962 4 1,490 ,594 ,668 
Linearity ,001 1 ,001 ,000 ,986 
Deviation from 
Linearity 
5,961 3 1,987 ,792 ,500 
Within Groups 358,869 143 2,510   
Total 364,831 147    
Green * 1=18-25, 
2=26-35, 3=36-45, 
4=46-55, 5=56-65, 
6=>65 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 10,355 4 2,589 ,911 ,459 
Linearity 4,250 1 4,250 1,496 ,223 
Deviation from 
Linearity 
6,104 3 2,035 ,716 ,544 
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Within Groups 406,375 143 2,842   
Total 416,730 147    
Blue* 1=18-25, 2=26-
35, 3=36-45, 4=46-
55, 5=56-65, 6=>65 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 29,459 4 7,365 1,980 ,101 
Linearity 13,247 1 13,247 3,562 ,061 
Deviation from 
Linearity 
16,212 3 5,404 1,453 ,230 
Within Groups 531,811 143 3,719   
Total 561,270 147    
White * 1=18-25, 
2=26-35, 3=36-45, 
4=46-55, 5=56-65, 
6=>65 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 6,912 4 1,728 ,526 ,717 
Linearity 5,923 1 5,923 1,804 ,181 
Deviation from 
Linearity 
,989 3 ,330 ,100 ,960 
Within Groups 469,594 143 3,284   
Total 476,507 147    
 
BMC Service Years and Colours 
Report 
1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-10, 
4=>10 Red Yellow Green Blue White 
1 Mean 7,7826 3,6522 8,1304 4,3478 6,0870 
N 23 23 23 23 23 
Std. Deviation 1,83294 1,19121 1,65980 1,82430 1,44326 
2 Mean 7,9818 3,9455 7,9455 3,4364 6,6909 
N 55 55 55 55 55 
Std. Deviation 1,67211 1,45829 1,92852 1,98852 1,60869 
3 Mean 7,2558 4,2093 8,4419 3,1395 6,9535 
N 43 43 43 43 43 
Std. Deviation 1,70564 1,65556 1,48488 1,87186 1,87659 
4 Mean 7,7778 3,8889 8,1111 2,8889 7,3333 
N 27 27 27 27 27 
Std. Deviation 1,78311 1,94804 1,47631 1,92820 2,16617 
Total Mean 7,7027 3,9662 8,1486 3,3919 6,7905 
N 148 148 148 148 148 
Std. Deviation 1,73582 1,57539 1,68371 1,95401 1,80043 
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ANOVA Table 
   Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Red * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 
3=6-10, 4=>10 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 13,171 3 4,390 1,471 ,225 
Linearity 2,109 1 2,109 ,707 ,402 
Deviation from 
Linearity 
11,062 2 5,531 1,853 ,160 
Within Groups 429,748 144 2,984   
Total 442,919 147    
Yellow * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 
3=6-10, 4=>10 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 4,994 3 1,665 ,666 ,574 
Linearity 1,330 1 1,330 ,532 ,467 
Deviation from 
Linearity 
3,664 2 1,832 ,733 ,482 
Within Groups 359,837 144 2,499   
Total 364,831 147    
Green * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 
3=6-10, 4=>10 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 6,013 3 2,004 ,703 ,552 
Linearity ,883 1 ,883 ,310 ,579 
Deviation from 
Linearity 
5,130 2 2,565 ,899 ,409 
Within Groups 410,716 144 2,852   
Total 416,730 147    
Blue* 1=<1, 2=1-5, 
3=6-10, 4=>10 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 30,696 3 10,232 2,777 ,043 
Linearity 26,277 1 26,277 7,132 ,008 
Deviation from 
Linearity 
4,419 2 2,209 ,600 ,550 
Within Groups 530,574 144 3,685   
Total 561,270 147    
White * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 
3=6-10, 4=>10 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 21,028 3 7,009 2,216 ,089 
Linearity 20,119 1 20,119 6,361 ,013 
Deviation from 
Linearity 
,910 2 ,455 ,144 ,866 
Within Groups 455,479 144 3,163   
Total 476,507 147    
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Working years and Colours 
Report 
1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-10, 4=11-
15, 5=16-20, 6=>20 Red Yellow Green Blue White 
1 Mean 7,0000 3,5000 8,2500 5,5000 5,7500 
N 4 4 4 4 4 
Std. Deviation 1,15470 ,57735 1,50000 1,73205 2,75379 
2 Mean 8,1304 3,7391 8,1739 3,5652 6,3913 
N 23 23 23 23 23 
Std. Deviation 1,74002 1,62976 2,03720 2,23253 1,30520 
3 Mean 7,6667 3,8889 8,0741 3,5556 6,8148 
N 27 27 27 27 27 
Std. Deviation 1,66410 1,05003 1,97924 1,94804 1,24150 
4 Mean 7,8500 4,3500 7,9000 3,4000 6,5000 
N 20 20 20 20 20 
Std. Deviation 1,63111 1,63111 1,48324 1,60263 1,46898 
5 Mean 7,7500 4,5000 7,4167 4,0000 6,3333 
N 12 12 12 12 12 
Std. Deviation 1,76455 1,62369 1,56428 1,53741 1,61433 
6 Mean 7,5484 3,8871 8,3871 3,0000 7,1774 
N 62 62 62 62 62 
Std. Deviation 1,84371 1,75653 1,49704 1,96694 2,16169 
Total Mean 7,7027 3,9662 8,1486 3,3919 6,7905 
N 148 148 148 148 148 
Std. Deviation 1,73582 1,57539 1,68371 1,95401 1,80043 
 
 
ANOVA Table 
   Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Red * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 
3=6-10, 4=11-15, 
5=16-20, 6=>20 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 8,155 5 1,631 ,533 ,751 
Linearity 2,093 1 2,093 ,683 ,410 
Deviation from 
Linearity 
6,063 4 1,516 ,495 ,739 
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Within Groups 434,764 142 3,062   
Total 442,919 147    
Yellow* 1=<1, 2=1-5, 
3=6-10, 4=11-15, 
5=16-20, 6=>20 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 8,970 5 1,794 ,716 ,613 
Linearity ,545 1 ,545 ,218 ,642 
Deviation from 
Linearity 
8,425 4 2,106 ,840 ,502 
Within Groups 355,861 142 2,506   
Total 364,831 147    
Green * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 
3=6-10, 4=11-15, 
5=16-20, 6=>20 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 11,397 5 2,279 ,799 ,552 
Linearity 1,049 1 1,049 ,368 ,545 
Deviation from 
Linearity 
10,348 4 2,587 ,906 ,462 
Within Groups 405,333 142 2,854   
Total 416,730 147    
Blue * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 
3=6-10, 4=11-15, 
5=16-20, 6=>20 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 33,151 5 6,630 1,783 ,120 
Linearity 15,698 1 15,698 4,221 ,042 
Deviation from 
Linearity 
17,453 4 4,363 1,173 ,325 
Within Groups 528,119 142 3,719   
Total 561,270 147    
White * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 
3=6-10, 4=11-15, 
5=16-20, 6=>20 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 21,489 5 4,298 1,341 ,250 
Linearity 13,292 1 13,292 4,148 ,044 
Deviation from 
Linearity 
8,197 4 2,049 ,640 ,635 
Within Groups 455,017 142 3,204   
Total 476,507 147    
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Education and Colours 
Report 
1=University, 2=Higher 
vocational, 3=Vocational Red Yellow Green Blue White 
1 Mean 7,6465 4,0606 8,1717 3,3636 6,7576 
N 99 99 99 99 99 
Std. Deviation 1,79746 1,49706 1,74403 1,93493 1,69688 
2 Mean 7,7826 3,8261 8,0870 3,4130 6,8913 
N 46 46 46 46 46 
Std. Deviation 1,63181 1,71664 1,56100 1,93880 2,04644 
3 Mean 8,3333 3,0000 8,3333 4,0000 6,3333 
N 3 3 3 3 3 
Std. Deviation 1,52753 2,00000 2,08167 3,46410 1,52753 
Total Mean 7,7027 3,9662 8,1486 3,3919 6,7905 
N 148 148 148 148 148 
Std. Deviation 1,73582 1,57539 1,68371 1,95401 1,80043 
 
ANOVA Table 
   Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Red * 1=University, 
2=Higher vocational, 
3=Vocational 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 1,800 2 ,900 ,296 ,744 
Linearity 1,401 1 1,401 ,460 ,499 
Deviation from 
Linearity 
,399 1 ,399 ,131 ,718 
Within Groups 441,119 145 3,042   
Total 442,919 147    
Yellow * 1=University, 
2=Higher vocational, 
3=Vocational 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 4,586 2 2,293 ,923 ,400 
Linearity 3,773 1 3,773 1,519 ,220 
Deviation from 
Linearity 
,813 1 ,813 ,327 ,568 
Within Groups 360,245 145 2,484   
Total 364,831 147    
Green * 1=University, 
2=Higher vocational, 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) ,330 2 ,165 ,057 ,944 
Linearity ,075 1 ,075 ,026 ,872 
102 
 
3=Vocational Deviation from 
Linearity 
,255 1 ,255 ,089 ,766 
Within Groups 416,400 145 2,872   
Total 416,730 147    
Blue * 1=University, 
2=Higher vocational, 
3=Vocational 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 1,209 2 ,605 ,157 ,855 
Linearity ,538 1 ,538 ,139 ,710 
Deviation from 
Linearity 
,671 1 ,671 ,174 ,677 
Within Groups 560,061 145 3,862   
Total 561,270 147    
White * 1=University, 
2=Higher vocational, 
3=Vocational 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 1,202 2 ,601 ,183 ,833 
Linearity ,090 1 ,090 ,027 ,869 
Deviation from 
Linearity 
1,112 1 1,112 ,339 ,561 
Within Groups 475,305 145 3,278   
Total 476,507 147    
 
Beliefs and Colours 
Report 
1=N.A., 2=Catholic, 
3=Protestant, 4=Jewish, 
5=Islam, 6=Humanistic, 
7=Other Red Yellow Green Blue White 
1 Mean 7,5679 3,9753 8,1728 3,4815 6,8025 
N 81 81 81 81 81 
Std. Deviation 1,64270 1,50811 1,63394 2,04396 1,74943 
2 Mean 8,1905 4,1429 8,2381 3,5238 5,9048 
N 21 21 21 21 21 
Std. Deviation 1,80607 1,59015 1,84132 1,74983 1,51343 
3 Mean 7,5926 3,8519 7,8519 3,3704 7,3333 
N 27 27 27 27 27 
Std. Deviation 2,18842 1,83353 1,85439 1,80060 1,61722 
5 Mean 9,0000 3,0000 7,0000 5,0000 6,0000 
N 1 1 1 1 1 
Std. Deviation . . . . . 
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6 Mean 8,0909 3,8182 8,6364 2,0000 7,4545 
N 11 11 11 11 11 
Std. Deviation ,94388 1,53741 1,68954 1,67332 2,58316 
7 Mean 7,4286 4,1429 8,1429 4,0000 6,2857 
N 7 7 7 7 7 
Std. Deviation 1,71825 1,77281 1,34519 2,08167 1,79947 
Total Mean 7,7027 3,9662 8,1486 3,3919 6,7905 
N 148 148 148 148 148 
Std. Deviation 1,73582 1,57539 1,68371 1,95401 1,80043 
 
ANOVA Table 
   Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Red * 1= N.A., 
2=Catholic, 3= 
Protestant, 4=Jewish, 
5=Islamic, 
6=Humanistic, 7= 
Other 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 10,662 5 2,132 ,701 ,624 
Linearity ,807 1 ,807 ,265 ,607 
Deviation from 
Linearity 
9,855 4 2,464 ,809 ,521 
Within Groups 432,257 142 3,044   
Total 442,919 147    
Yellow * 1=N.A., 2= 
Catholic, 3= 
Protestant, 4= 
Jewish, 5=Islamic, 
6=Humanistic, 7= 
Other 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 2,408 5 ,482 ,189 ,966 
Linearity ,108 1 ,108 ,042 ,838 
Deviation from 
Linearity 
2,301 4 ,575 ,225 ,924 
Within Groups 362,423 142 2,552   
Total 364,831 147    
Green * 1=N.A., 2= 
Catholic, 3= 
Protestant, 4= 
Jewish, 5=Islamic, 
6=Humanistic, 7= 
Other 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 6,530 5 1,306 ,452 ,811 
Linearity ,133 1 ,133 ,046 ,831 
Deviation from 
Linearity 
6,397 4 1,599 ,554 ,697 
Within Groups 410,200 142 2,889   
Total 416,730 147    
Blue * 1=N.A., 2= 
Catholic, 3= 
Protestant, 4= 
Jewish, 5=Islamic, 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 27,514 5 5,503 1,464 ,205 
Linearity 3,991 1 3,991 1,062 ,305 
Deviation from 
Linearity 
23,523 4 5,881 1,564 ,187 
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6=Humanistic, 7= 
Other 
Within Groups 533,757 142 3,759   
Total 561,270 147    
White * 1=N.A., 2= 
Catholic, 
3=Protestant, 4= 
Jewish, 5=Islamic, 
6=Humanistic, 
7=Other 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 31,702 5 6,340 2,024 ,079 
Linearity 1,130 1 1,130 ,361 ,549 
Deviation from 
Linearity 
30,572 4 7,643 2,440 ,050 
Within Groups 444,805 142 3,132   
Total 476,507 147    
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7.13 Appendix 13: SPSS Output on Correlations between Descriptives and 
Colours  
Correlations 
  1=18-25, 
2=26-35, 
3=36-45, 
4=46-55, 
5=56-65, 
6=>65 
1=<1, 
2=1-5, 
3=6-10, 
4=>10 
1=<1, 
2=1-5, 
3=6-10, 
4=11-15, 
5=16-20, 
6=>20 
1=University, 
2=Higher 
vocational, 
3=Vocational Red Yellow Green Blue White 
1=18-25, 2=26-
35, 3=36-45, 
4=46-55, 5=56-
65, 6=>65 
Pearson 
Correlation 
1 ,550
**
 ,851
**
 ,360
**
 -,042 ,001 ,101 -,154 ,111 
Sig. (2-tailed)  ,000 ,000 ,000 ,612 ,986 ,222 ,062 ,177 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 
1=<1, 2=1-5, 
3=6-10, 4=>10 
Pearson 
Correlation 
,550
**
 1 ,636
**
 ,352
**
 -,069 ,060 ,046 -,216
**
 ,205
*
 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000  ,000 ,000 ,405 ,466 ,578 ,008 ,012 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 
1=<1, 2=1-5, 
3=6-10, 4=11-
15, 5=16-20, 
6=>20 
Pearson 
Correlation 
,851
**
 ,636
**
 1 ,407
**
 -,069 ,039 ,050 -,167
*
 ,167
*
 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000  ,000 ,406 ,641 ,545 ,042 ,042 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 
1=University, 
2=Higher 
vocational, 
3=Vocational 
Pearson 
Correlation 
,360
**
 ,352
**
 ,407
**
 1 ,056 -,102 -,013 ,031 ,014 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000  ,497 ,219 ,871 ,709 ,868 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 
Red Pearson 
Correlation 
-,042 -,069 -,069 ,056 1 -,342
**
 -,308
**
 -,268
**
 -,085 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,612 ,405 ,406 ,497  ,000 ,000 ,001 ,302 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 
Yellow Pearson 
Correlation 
,001 ,060 ,039 -,102 -,342
**
 1 -,198
*
 -,049 -,307
**
 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,986 ,466 ,641 ,219 ,000  ,016 ,557 ,000 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 
Green Pearson 
Correlation 
,101 ,046 ,050 -,013 -,308
**
 -,198
*
 1 -,314
**
 -,124 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,222 ,578 ,545 ,871 ,000 ,016  ,000 ,132 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 
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Blue Pearson 
Correlation 
-,154 -,216
**
 -,167
*
 ,031 -,268
**
 -,049 -,314
**
 1 -,491
**
 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,062 ,008 ,042 ,709 ,001 ,557 ,000  ,000 
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 
White Pearson 
Correlation 
,111 ,205
*
 ,167
*
 ,014 -,085 -,307
**
 -,124 -,491
**
 1 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,177 ,012 ,042 ,868 ,302 ,000 ,132 ,000  
N 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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7.14 Appendix 14: SPSS Output on Comparing Descriptives and Dilemma 
Questions 
 
Job and Dilemma Questions 
Report 
Mean 
1=junior, 
2=consultant
, 3=senior 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
1 3,9
3 
3,4
0 
3,4
0 
3,4
0 
2,5
3 
3,0
0 
2,2
0 
3,0
7 
2,4
0 
3,6
0 
3,1
3 
2,9
3 
3,0
0 
2,9
3 
2,2
7 
3,1
3 
2,0
0 
2,5
3 
2,8
7 
3,6
0 
2 3,8
1 
2,7
6 
3,2
3 
3,1
0 
2,3
6 
3,4
0 
2,0
0 
2,8
2 
2,0
1 
3,9
4 
2,9
6 
2,8
0 
2,9
8 
2,5
5 
2,5
9 
3,8
1 
2,1
9 
2,7
7 
2,4
3 
3,0
4 
3 4,0
0 
2,6
6 
3,0
8 
3,0
0 
2,1
4 
3,5
0 
2,0
2 
2,3
0 
1,5
0 
3,9
0 
3,2
8 
2,7
2 
2,8
2 
2,5
0 
2,5
2 
4,0
4 
2,3
0 
2,4
4 
2,0
6 
2,8
0 
Total 3,8
9 
2,7
9 
3,2
0 
3,0
9 
2,3
0 
3,3
9 
2,0
3 
2,6
7 
1,8
8 
3,8
9 
3,0
9 
2,7
8 
2,9
3 
2,5
7 
2,5
3 
3,8
2 
2,2
1 
2,6
4 
2,3
5 
3,0
1 
 
ANOVA Table 
   Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
1 * 1=junior, 
2=consultant, 3=senior 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 1,198 2 ,599 ,906 ,406 
Within Groups 95,849 145 ,661   
Total 97,047 147    
2 * 1=junior, 
2=consultant, 3=senior 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 6,506 2 3,253 3,804 ,025 
Within Groups 124,001 145 ,855   
Total 130,507 147    
3 * 1=junior, 
2=consultant, 3=senior 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 1,387 2 ,693 ,798 ,452 
Within Groups 125,931 145 ,868   
Total 127,318 147    
4 * 1=junior, 
2=consultant, 3=senior 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 1,847 2 ,923 ,951 ,389 
Within Groups 140,829 145 ,971   
Total 142,676 147    
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5 * 1=junior, 
2=consultant, 3=senior 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 2,408 2 1,204 ,998 ,371 
Within Groups 174,910 145 1,206   
Total 177,318 147    
6 * 1=junior, 
2=consultant, 3=senior 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 2,891 2 1,445 1,323 ,269 
Within Groups 158,380 145 1,092   
Total 161,270 147    
7 * 1=junior, 2= 
consultant, 3=senior 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) ,512 2 ,256 ,278 ,758 
Within Groups 133,380 145 ,920   
Total 133,892 147    
8 * 1=junior, 2= 
consultant, 3=senior 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 11,055 2 5,527 5,214 ,007 
Within Groups 153,722 145 1,060   
Total 164,777 147    
9 * 1=junior, 2= 
consultant, 3=senior 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 12,723 2 6,361 8,456 ,000 
Within Groups 109,088 145 ,752   
Total 121,811 147    
10 * 1=junior, 2= 
consultant, 3=senior 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 1,471 2 ,736 ,929 ,397 
Within Groups 114,799 145 ,792   
Total 116,270 147    
11 * 1=junior, 2= 
consultant, 3=senior 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 3,153 2 1,577 1,478 ,232 
Within Groups 154,705 145 1,067   
Total 157,858 147    
12 * 1=junior, 2= 
consultant, 3=senior 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) ,550 2 ,275 ,483 ,618 
Within Groups 82,531 145 ,569   
Total 83,081 147    
13 * 1=junior, 2= 
consultant, 3=senior 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) ,851 2 ,425 ,387 ,680 
Within Groups 159,332 145 1,099   
Total 160,182 147    
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14 * 1=junior, 2= 
consultant, 3=senior 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 2,243 2 1,122 ,992 ,373 
Within Groups 163,939 145 1,131   
Total 166,182 147    
15 * 1=junior, 2= 
consultant, 3=senior 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 1,345 2 ,673 ,860 ,426 
Within Groups 113,486 145 ,783   
Total 114,831 147    
16 * 1=junior, 2= 
consultant, 3=senior 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 9,505 2 4,753 7,961 ,001 
Within Groups 86,569 145 ,597   
Total 96,074 147    
17 * 1=junior, 2=, 
consultant 3=senior 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 1,091 2 ,546 ,750 ,474 
Within Groups 105,416 145 ,727   
Total 106,507 147    
18 * 1=junior, 2= 
consultant, 3=senior 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 3,593 2 1,797 2,123 ,123 
Within Groups 122,704 145 ,846   
Total 126,297 147    
19 * 1=junior, 2= 
consultant, 3=senior 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 8,791 2 4,395 3,685 ,027 
Within Groups 172,939 145 1,193   
Total 181,730 147    
20 * 1=junior, 2= 
consultant, 3=senior 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 7,481 2 3,741 2,972 ,054 
Within Groups 182,492 145 1,259   
Total 189,973 147    
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Sex and Ethical Dilemmas 
 
Report 
Mean 
1=man, 
2=vrouw 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
1 3,81 2,75 3,13 3,00 2,46 3,52 1,98 2,55 1,89 3,80 3,15 2,82 3,02 2,60 2,51 3,86 2,29 2,65 2,41 2,82 
2 4,00 2,86 3,30 3,25 2,05 3,19 2,11 2,86 1,86 4,04 2,98 2,72 2,77 2,53 2,58 3,75 2,09 2,61 2,26 3,32 
Total 3,89 2,79 3,20 3,09 2,30 3,39 2,03 2,67 1,88 3,89 3,09 2,78 2,93 2,57 2,53 3,82 2,21 2,64 2,35 3,01 
 
ANOVA Table 
   Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 * 1=man, 2=vrouw Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 1,223 1 1,223 1,864 ,174 
Within Groups 95,824 146 ,656   
Total 97,047 147    
2 * 1=man, 2=vrouw Between 
Groups 
(Combined) ,443 1 ,443 ,497 ,482 
Within Groups 130,064 146 ,891   
Total 130,507 147    
3 * 1=man, 2=vrouw Between 
Groups 
(Combined) ,970 1 ,970 1,121 ,291 
Within Groups 126,347 146 ,865   
Total 127,318 147    
4 * 1=man, 2=vrouw Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 2,114 1 2,114 2,196 ,141 
Within Groups 140,561 146 ,963   
Total 142,676 147    
5 * 1=man, 2=vrouw Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 5,860 1 5,860 4,990 ,027 
Within Groups 171,457 146 1,174   
Total 177,318 147    
6 * 1=man, 2=vrouw Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 3,668 1 3,668 3,398 ,067 
Within Groups 157,602 146 1,079   
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Total 161,270 147    
7 * 1=man, 2=vrouw Between 
Groups 
(Combined) ,567 1 ,567 ,621 ,432 
Within Groups 133,324 146 ,913   
Total 133,892 147    
8 * 1=man, 2=vrouw Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 3,372 1 3,372 3,050 ,083 
Within Groups 161,405 146 1,106   
Total 164,777 147    
9 * 1=man, 2=vrouw Between 
Groups 
(Combined) ,033 1 ,033 ,039 ,844 
Within Groups 121,778 146 ,834   
Total 121,811 147    
10 * 1=man, 
2=vrouw 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 1,901 1 1,901 2,427 ,121 
Within Groups 114,369 146 ,783   
Total 116,270 147    
11 * 1=man, 
2=vrouw 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 1,029 1 1,029 ,958 ,329 
Within Groups 156,829 146 1,074   
Total 157,858 147    
12 * 1=man, 
2=vrouw 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) ,385 1 ,385 ,681 ,411 
Within Groups 82,696 146 ,566   
Total 83,081 147    
13 * 1=man, 
2=vrouw 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 2,191 1 2,191 2,025 ,157 
Within Groups 157,991 146 1,082   
Total 160,182 147    
14 * 1=man, 
2=vrouw 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) ,214 1 ,214 ,188 ,665 
Within Groups 165,969 146 1,137   
Total 166,182 147    
15 * 1=man, 
2=vrouw 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) ,189 1 ,189 ,241 ,624 
Within Groups 114,642 146 ,785   
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Total 114,831 147    
16 * 1=man, 
2=vrouw 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) ,370 1 ,370 ,565 ,454 
Within Groups 95,704 146 ,656   
Total 96,074 147    
17 * 1=man, 
2=vrouw 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 1,374 1 1,374 1,908 ,169 
Within Groups 105,133 146 ,720   
Total 106,507 147    
18 * 1=man, 
2=vrouw 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) ,041 1 ,041 ,048 ,827 
Within Groups 126,256 146 ,865   
Total 126,297 147    
19 * 1=man, 
2=vrouw 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) ,721 1 ,721 ,582 ,447 
Within Groups 181,009 146 1,240   
Total 181,730 147    
20 * 1=man, 
2=vrouw 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 8,470 1 8,470 6,814 ,010 
Within Groups 181,503 146 1,243   
Total 189,973 147    
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Age and Dilemma Questions 
 
Report 
Mean 
1=18-
25, 
2=26-
35, 
3=36-
45, 
4=46-
55, 
5=56-
65, 
6=>65 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
1 3,67 3,33 3,67 3,17 2,50 3,33 1,50 2,17 2,00 3,33 2,83 2,83 3,00 2,83 2,50 3,67 1,83 2,17 3,00 3,83 
2 3,84 2,84 3,27 3,24 2,29 3,27 2,08 2,92 2,02 3,88 3,14 2,78 3,02 2,61 2,47 3,63 2,14 2,80 2,47 3,27 
3 4,00 3,00 3,38 3,16 2,32 3,51 2,14 2,89 1,89 3,95 3,00 2,92 2,92 2,49 2,38 3,81 2,35 2,62 2,11 2,57 
4 3,98 2,52 3,03 2,90 2,33 3,45 2,08 2,38 1,63 4,08 3,22 2,62 2,70 2,48 2,65 4,08 2,15 2,57 2,38 3,10 
5 3,63 2,63 2,81 2,94 2,19 3,38 1,69 2,31 2,00 3,56 2,88 2,87 3,19 2,81 2,81 3,81 2,38 2,50 2,25 2,75 
Total 3,89 2,79 3,20 3,09 2,30 3,39 2,03 2,67 1,88 3,89 3,09 2,78 2,93 2,57 2,53 3,82 2,21 2,64 2,35 3,01 
 
ANOVA Table 
   Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
1 * 1=18-25, 2=26-35, 
3=36-45, 4=46-55, 
5=56-65, 6=>65 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 2,295 4 ,574 ,866 ,486 
Within Groups 94,752 143 ,663   
Total 97,047 147    
2 * 1=18-25, 2=26-35, 
3=36-45, 4=46-55, 
5=56-65, 6=>65 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 6,755 4 1,689 1,951 ,105 
Within Groups 123,752 143 ,865   
Total 130,507 147    
3 * 1=18-25, 2=26-35, 
3=36-45, 4=46-55, 
5=56-65, 6=>65 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 6,318 4 1,580 1,867 ,119 
Within Groups 121,000 143 ,846   
Total 127,318 147    
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4 * 1=18-25, 2=26-35, 
3=36-45, 4=46-55, 
5=56-65, 6=>65 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 3,217 4 ,804 ,825 ,512 
Within Groups 139,459 143 ,975   
Total 142,676 147    
5 * 1=18-25, 2=26-35, 
3=36-45, 4=46-55, 
5=56-65, 6=>65 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) ,497 4 ,124 ,100 ,982 
Within Groups 176,821 143 1,237   
Total 177,318 147    
6 * 1=18-25, 2=26-35, 
3=36-45, 4=46-55, 
5=56-65, 6=>65 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 1,493 4 ,373 ,334 ,855 
Within Groups 159,778 143 1,117   
Total 161,270 147    
7 * 1=18-25, 2=26-35, 
3=36-45, 4=46-55, 
5=56-65, 6=>65 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 4,182 4 1,045 1,153 ,334 
Within Groups 129,710 143 ,907   
Total 133,892 147    
8 * 1=18-25, 2=26-35, 
3=36-45, 4=46-55, 
5=56-65, 6=>65 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 11,890 4 2,973 2,780 ,029 
Within Groups 152,887 143 1,069   
Total 164,777 147    
9 * 1=18-25, 2=26-35, 
3=36-45, 4=46-55, 
5=56-65, 6=>65 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 3,889 4 ,972 1,179 ,323 
Within Groups 117,922 143 ,825   
Total 121,811 147    
10 * 1=18-25, 2=26-35, 
3=36-45, 4=46-55, 
5=56-65, 6=>65 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 5,067 4 1,267 1,629 ,170 
Within Groups 111,203 143 ,778   
Total 116,270 147    
11 * 1=18-25, 2=26-35, 
3=36-45, 4=46-55, 
5=56-65, 6=>65 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 2,300 4 ,575 ,529 ,715 
Within Groups 155,558 143 1,088   
Total 157,858 147    
12 * 1=18-25, 2=26-35, 
3=36-45, 4=46-55, 
5=56-65, 6=>65 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 1,835 4 ,459 ,808 ,522 
Within Groups 81,246 143 ,568   
Total 83,081 147    
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13 * 1=18-25, 2=26-35, 
3=36-45, 4=46-55, 
5=56-65, 6=>65 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 3,609 4 ,902 ,824 ,512 
Within Groups 156,574 143 1,095   
Total 160,182 147    
14 * 1=18-25, 2=26-35, 
3=36-45, 4=46-55, 
5=56-65, 6=>65 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 2,061 4 ,515 ,449 ,773 
Within Groups 164,122 143 1,148   
Total 166,182 147    
15 * 1=18-25, 2=26-35, 
3=36-45, 4=46-55, 
5=56-65, 6=>65 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 2,887 4 ,722 ,922 ,453 
Within Groups 111,944 143 ,783   
Total 114,831 147    
16 * 1=18-25, 2=26-35, 
3=36-45, 4=46-55, 
5=56-65, 6=>65 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 4,465 4 1,116 1,742 ,144 
Within Groups 91,609 143 ,641   
Total 96,074 147    
17 * 1=18-25, 2=26-35, 
3=36-45, 4=46-55, 
5=56-65, 6=>65 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 2,391 4 ,598 ,821 ,514 
Within Groups 104,116 143 ,728   
Total 106,507 147    
18 * 1=18-25, 2=26-35, 
3=36-45, 4=46-55, 
5=56-65, 6=>65 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 3,027 4 ,757 ,878 ,479 
Within Groups 123,270 143 ,862   
Total 126,297 147    
19 * 1=18-25, 2=26-35, 
3=36-45, 4=46-55, 
5=56-65, 6=>65 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 5,583 4 1,396 1,133 ,343 
Within Groups 176,147 143 1,232   
Total 181,730 147    
20 * 1=18-25, 2=26-35, 
3=36-45, 4=46-55, 
5=56-65, 6=>65 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 15,908 4 3,977 3,267 ,013 
Within Groups 174,065 143 1,217   
Total 189,973 147    
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BMC Service Years and Dilemma Questions 
 
Report 
Mean 
1=<1, 
2=1-
5, 
3=6-
10, 
4=>10 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
1 4,04 3,00 3,43 3,09 2,35 3,22 2,17 3,00 2,26 3,70 3,04 2,83 3,00 2,57 2,39 3,39 2,04 2,57 2,65 3,13 
2 3,80 2,87 3,16 3,31 2,31 3,64 2,05 2,84 1,87 3,93 3,05 2,71 2,85 2,64 2,33 3,93 2,27 2,76 2,33 3,11 
3 3,93 2,70 3,23 2,95 2,44 3,26 1,93 2,44 1,74 4,07 3,19 2,77 3,12 2,51 2,81 3,88 2,14 2,60 2,16 2,93 
4 3,85 2,59 3,00 2,89 2,04 3,26 2,00 2,41 1,78 3,70 3,04 2,93 2,70 2,56 2,63 3,85 2,33 2,48 2,44 2,85 
Total 3,89 2,79 3,20 3,09 2,30 3,39 2,03 2,67 1,88 3,89 3,09 2,78 2,93 2,57 2,53 3,82 2,21 2,64 2,35 3,01 
 
ANOVA Table 
   Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
1 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=>10 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 1,093 3 ,364 ,547 ,651 
Within Groups 95,955 144 ,666   
Total 97,047 147    
2 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=>10 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 2,809 3 ,936 1,056 ,370 
Within Groups 127,697 144 ,887   
Total 130,507 147    
3 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=>10 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 2,464 3 ,821 ,947 ,420 
Within Groups 124,854 144 ,867   
Total 127,318 147    
4 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=>10 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 4,530 3 1,510 1,574 ,198 
Within Groups 138,145 144 ,959   
Total 142,676 147    
5 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=>10 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 2,787 3 ,929 ,767 ,515 
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Within Groups 174,530 144 1,212   
Total 177,318 147    
6 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=>10 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 5,259 3 1,753 1,618 ,188 
Within Groups 156,012 144 1,083   
Total 161,270 147    
7 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=>10 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) ,960 3 ,320 ,347 ,792 
Within Groups 132,931 144 ,923   
Total 133,892 147    
8 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=>10 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 8,127 3 2,709 2,490 ,063 
Within Groups 156,650 144 1,088   
Total 164,777 147    
9 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=>10 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 4,414 3 1,471 1,805 ,149 
Within Groups 117,397 144 ,815   
Total 121,811 147    
10 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=>10 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 3,271 3 1,090 1,390 ,248 
Within Groups 112,999 144 ,785   
Total 116,270 147    
11 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=>10 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) ,591 3 ,197 ,180 ,910 
Within Groups 157,267 144 1,092   
Total 157,858 147    
12 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=>10 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) ,905 3 ,302 ,529 ,663 
Within Groups 82,176 144 ,571   
Total 83,081 147    
13 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=>10 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 3,298 3 1,099 1,009 ,391 
Within Groups 156,885 144 1,089   
Total 160,182 147    
14 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=>10 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) ,392 3 ,131 ,114 ,952 
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Within Groups 165,790 144 1,151   
Total 166,182 147    
15 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=>10 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 6,436 3 2,145 2,850 ,040 
Within Groups 108,395 144 ,753   
Total 114,831 147    
16 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=>10 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 5,061 3 1,687 2,669 ,050 
Within Groups 91,013 144 ,632   
Total 96,074 147    
17 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=>10 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 1,478 3 ,493 ,676 ,568 
Within Groups 105,028 144 ,729   
Total 106,507 147    
18 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=>10 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 1,698 3 ,566 ,654 ,582 
Within Groups 124,599 144 ,865   
Total 126,297 147    
19 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=>10 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 3,876 3 1,292 1,046 ,374 
Within Groups 177,854 144 1,235   
Total 181,730 147    
20 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=>10 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 1,821 3 ,607 ,464 ,708 
Within Groups 188,152 144 1,307   
Total 189,973 147    
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Working Years and Dilemma Questions 
 
Report 
Mean 
1=<1, 
2=1-
5, 
3=6-
10, 
4=11-
15, 
5=16-
20, 
6=>20 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
1 3,75 3,50 3,75 3,00 3,25 4,00 1,50 2,75 2,50 3,25 3,00 3,00 3,25 2,75 2,25 3,50 2,50 2,75 3,25 3,25 
2 3,91 2,96 3,35 3,30 2,17 3,30 2,09 3,00 1,87 3,96 3,04 2,61 3,00 2,43 2,35 3,61 2,22 2,87 2,61 3,57 
3 3,67 2,85 3,22 3,26 2,37 3,15 2,15 2,93 2,15 3,93 3,04 2,85 2,78 2,74 2,67 3,63 2,00 2,56 2,41 3,15 
4 4,20 3,00 3,60 3,50 2,15 3,40 2,00 2,65 1,80 3,65 2,85 3,00 3,20 2,60 2,30 4,05 2,25 2,65 2,05 2,55 
5 4,00 2,83 3,00 3,00 2,67 3,75 2,33 2,92 2,08 3,92 3,25 3,00 3,08 2,67 2,50 3,42 2,08 2,50 2,08 2,67 
6 3,85 2,58 3,00 2,84 2,24 3,42 1,94 2,39 1,71 3,97 3,18 2,69 2,82 2,52 2,65 4,00 2,29 2,60 2,32 2,95 
Total 3,89 2,79 3,20 3,09 2,30 3,39 2,03 2,67 1,88 3,89 3,09 2,78 2,93 2,57 2,53 3,82 2,21 2,64 2,35 3,01 
 
ANOVA Table 
   Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
1 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=11-15, 5=16-20, 
6=>20 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 3,578 5 ,716 1,087 ,370 
Within Groups 93,470 142 ,658   
Total 97,047 147    
2 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=11-15, 5=16-20, 
6=>20 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 6,379 5 1,276 1,460 ,207 
Within Groups 124,127 142 ,874   
Total 130,507 147    
3 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=11-15, 5=16-20, 
6=>20 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 7,884 5 1,577 1,875 ,102 
Within Groups 119,434 142 ,841   
Total 127,318 147    
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4 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=11-15, 5=16-20, 
6=>20 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 9,234 5 1,847 1,965 ,087 
Within Groups 133,442 142 ,940   
Total 142,676 147    
5 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=11-15, 5=16-20, 
6=>20 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 6,379 5 1,276 1,060 ,385 
Within Groups 170,938 142 1,204   
Total 177,318 147    
6 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=11-15, 5=16-20, 
6=>20 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 4,847 5 ,969 ,880 ,496 
Within Groups 156,424 142 1,102   
Total 161,270 147    
7 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=11-15, 5=16-20, 
6=>20 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 3,250 5 ,650 ,706 ,619 
Within Groups 130,642 142 ,920   
Total 133,892 147    
8 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=11-15, 5=16-20, 
6=>20 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 9,999 5 2,000 1,835 ,110 
Within Groups 154,778 142 1,090   
Total 164,777 147    
9 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=11-15, 5=16-20, 
6=>20 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 5,904 5 1,181 1,447 ,211 
Within Groups 115,907 142 ,816   
Total 121,811 147    
10 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=11-15, 5=16-20, 
6=>20 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 3,310 5 ,662 ,832 ,529 
Within Groups 112,961 142 ,795   
Total 116,270 147    
11 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=11-15, 5=16-20, 
6=>20 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 2,090 5 ,418 ,381 ,861 
Within Groups 155,768 142 1,097   
Total 157,858 147    
12 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=11-15, 5=16-20, 
6=>20 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 3,018 5 ,604 1,071 ,379 
Within Groups 80,063 142 ,564   
Total 83,081 147    
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13 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=11-15, 5=16-20, 
6=>20 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 3,601 5 ,720 ,653 ,660 
Within Groups 156,582 142 1,103   
Total 160,182 147    
14 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=11-15, 5=16-20, 
6=>20 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 1,645 5 ,329 ,284 ,921 
Within Groups 164,538 142 1,159   
Total 166,182 147    
15 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=11-15, 5=16-20, 
6=>20 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 3,470 5 ,694 ,885 ,493 
Within Groups 111,361 142 ,784   
Total 114,831 147    
16 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=11-15, 5=16-20, 
6=>20 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 7,433 5 1,487 2,382 ,041 
Within Groups 88,641 142 ,624   
Total 96,074 147    
17 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=11-15, 5=16-20, 
6=>20 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 2,153 5 ,431 ,586 ,711 
Within Groups 104,354 142 ,735   
Total 106,507 147    
18 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=11-15, 5=16-20, 
6=>20 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 1,803 5 ,361 ,411 ,840 
Within Groups 124,495 142 ,877   
Total 126,297 147    
19 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=11-15, 5=16-20, 
6=>20 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 7,568 5 1,514 1,234 ,296 
Within Groups 174,162 142 1,226   
Total 181,730 147    
20 * 1=<1, 2=1-5, 3=6-
10, 4=11-15, 5=16-20, 
6=>20 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 13,692 5 2,738 2,206 ,057 
Within Groups 176,281 142 1,241   
Total 189,973 147    
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Education and Dilemma Questions 
 
Report 
Mean 
1=WO, 
2=HBO, 
3=MBO 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
1 3,88 2,87 3,26 3,19 2,20 3,47 2,04 2,69 1,84 3,87 3,08 2,77 2,92 2,54 2,42 3,85 2,19 2,66 2,31 3,03 
2 3,87 2,63 3,02 2,87 2,57 3,17 1,98 2,61 1,96 3,91 3,11 2,83 2,93 2,65 2,72 3,74 2,24 2,54 2,41 2,93 
3 4,33 2,67 3,67 3,33 1,67 4,00 2,33 3,00 2,00 4,33 3,00 2,67 3,00 2,67 3,33 4,00 2,33 3,33 2,67 3,67 
Total 3,89 2,79 3,20 3,09 2,30 3,39 2,03 2,67 1,88 3,89 3,09 2,78 2,93 2,57 2,53 3,82 2,21 2,64 2,35 3,01 
 
ANOVA Table 
   Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
1 * 1=WO, 2=HBO, 
3=MBO 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) ,618 2 ,309 ,464 ,629 
Within Groups 96,430 145 ,665   
Total 97,047 147    
2 * 1=WO, 2=HBO, 
3=MBO 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 1,830 2 ,915 1,031 ,359 
Within Groups 128,677 145 ,887   
Total 130,507 147    
3 * 1=WO, 2=HBO, 
3=MBO 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 2,501 2 1,250 1,453 ,237 
Within Groups 124,817 145 ,861   
Total 127,318 147    
4 * 1=WO, 2=HBO, 
3=MBO 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 3,438 2 1,719 1,790 ,171 
Within Groups 139,238 145 ,960   
Total 142,676 147    
5 * 1=WO, 2=HBO, 
3=MBO 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 5,387 2 2,693 2,272 ,107 
Within Groups 171,931 145 1,186   
Total 177,318 147    
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6 * 1=WO, 2=HBO, 
3=MBO 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 3,975 2 1,987 1,832 ,164 
Within Groups 157,296 145 1,085   
Total 161,270 147    
7 * 1=WO, 2=HBO, 
3=MBO 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) ,409 2 ,204 ,222 ,801 
Within Groups 133,483 145 ,921   
Total 133,892 147    
8 * 1=WO, 2=HBO, 
3=MBO 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) ,528 2 ,264 ,233 ,793 
Within Groups 164,249 145 1,133   
Total 164,777 147    
9 * 1=WO, 2=HBO, 
3=MBO 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) ,484 2 ,242 ,289 ,749 
Within Groups 121,327 145 ,837   
Total 121,811 147    
10 * 1=WO, 2=HBO, 
3=MBO 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) ,659 2 ,329 ,413 ,662 
Within Groups 115,612 145 ,797   
Total 116,270 147    
11 * 1=WO, 2=HBO, 
3=MBO 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) ,048 2 ,024 ,022 ,978 
Within Groups 157,810 145 1,088   
Total 157,858 147    
12 * 1=WO, 2=HBO, 
3=MBO 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) ,149 2 ,075 ,130 ,878 
Within Groups 82,932 145 ,572   
Total 83,081 147    
13 * 1=WO, 2=HBO, 
3=MBO 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) ,025 2 ,012 ,011 ,989 
Within Groups 160,158 145 1,105   
Total 160,182 147    
14 * 1=WO, 2=HBO, 
3=MBO 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) ,455 2 ,227 ,199 ,820 
Within Groups 165,728 145 1,143   
Total 166,182 147    
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15 * 1=WO, 2=HBO, 
3=MBO 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 4,657 2 2,328 3,064 ,050 
Within Groups 110,175 145 ,760   
Total 114,831 147    
16 * 1=WO, 2=HBO, 
3=MBO 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) ,477 2 ,239 ,362 ,697 
Within Groups 95,597 145 ,659   
Total 96,074 147    
17 * 1=WO, 2=HBO, 
3=MBO 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) ,117 2 ,058 ,080 ,923 
Within Groups 106,390 145 ,734   
Total 106,507 147    
18 * 1=WO, 2=HBO, 
3=MBO 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 1,894 2 ,947 1,104 ,334 
Within Groups 124,403 145 ,858   
Total 126,297 147    
19 * 1=WO, 2=HBO, 
3=MBO 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) ,618 2 ,309 ,247 ,781 
Within Groups 181,112 145 1,249   
Total 181,730 147    
20 * 1=WO, 2=HBO, 
3=MBO 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 1,593 2 ,796 ,613 ,543 
Within Groups 188,380 145 1,299   
Total 189,973 147    
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Beliefs and Dilemma Questions 
 
Report 
Mean 
1=NVT, 
2=RK, 
3=PCE, 
4=Joods, 
5=Islam, 
6=Human, 
7=anders 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
1 3,91 2,68 3,15 3,16 2,19 3,35 1,88 2,69 1,81 3,96 3,01 2,74 2,85 2,48 2,44 3,86 2,19 2,52 2,35 3,05 
2 3,95 2,95 3,24 2,95 2,71 3,48 2,29 2,76 2,10 4,00 3,05 2,81 3,05 2,62 2,86 3,57 2,10 2,76 2,43 3,00 
3 3,85 2,93 3,15 2,96 2,48 3,52 2,30 2,59 1,89 3,67 3,22 2,89 3,00 2,81 2,52 3,93 2,30 2,81 2,26 2,78 
5 4,00 3,00 4,00 4,00 1,00 2,00 2,00 2,00 2,00 4,00 4,00 3,00 4,00 3,00 2,00 4,00 2,00 2,00 4,00 5,00 
6 3,82 2,73 3,55 3,00 2,09 3,55 1,91 2,55 1,73 3,82 3,27 2,64 2,91 2,18 2,45 3,82 2,18 2,64 2,09 3,27 
7 3,57 3,14 3,14 3,29 2,29 3,14 2,14 2,71 2,14 3,71 3,14 3,00 3,00 3,14 2,86 3,57 2,57 3,00 2,71 2,86 
Total 3,89 2,79 3,20 3,09 2,30 3,39 2,03 2,67 1,88 3,89 3,09 2,78 2,93 2,57 2,53 3,82 2,21 2,64 2,35 3,01 
 
ANOVA Table 
   Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
1 * 1=NVT, 2=RK, 
3=PCE, 4=Joods, 
5=Islam, 6=Human, 
7=anders 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) ,942 5 ,188 ,278 ,924 
Within Groups 96,105 142 ,677   
Total 97,047 147    
2 * 1=NVT, 2=RK, 
3=PCE, 4=Joods, 
5=Islam, 6=Human, 
7=anders 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 3,009 5 ,602 ,670 ,647 
Within Groups 127,498 142 ,898   
Total 130,507 147    
3 * 1=NVT, 2=RK, 
3=PCE, 4=Joods, 
5=Islam, 6=Human, 
7=anders 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 2,294 5 ,459 ,521 ,760 
Within Groups 125,024 142 ,880   
Total 127,318 147    
4 * 1=NVT, 2=RK, 
3=PCE, 4=Joods, 
5=Islam, 6=Human, 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 2,418 5 ,484 ,490 ,784 
Within Groups 140,257 142 ,988   
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7=anders Total 142,676 147    
5 * 1=NVT, 2=RK, 
3=PCE, 4=Joods, 
5=Islam, 6=Human, 
7=anders 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 7,731 5 1,546 1,295 ,270 
Within Groups 169,586 142 1,194   
Total 177,318 147    
6 * 1=NVT, 2=RK, 
3=PCE, 4=Joods, 
5=Islam, 6=Human, 
7=anders 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 3,386 5 ,677 ,609 ,693 
Within Groups 157,884 142 1,112   
Total 161,270 147    
7 * 1=NVT, 2=RK, 
3=PCE, 4=Joods, 
5=Islam, 6=Human, 
7=anders 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 5,445 5 1,089 1,204 ,310 
Within Groups 128,447 142 ,905   
Total 133,892 147    
8 * 1=NVT, 2=RK, 
3=PCE, 4=Joods, 
5=Islam, 6=Human, 
7=anders 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 1,009 5 ,202 ,175 ,972 
Within Groups 163,768 142 1,153   
Total 164,777 147    
9 * 1=NVT, 2=RK, 
3=PCE, 4=Joods, 
5=Islam, 6=Human, 
7=anders 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 2,073 5 ,415 ,492 ,782 
Within Groups 119,737 142 ,843   
Total 121,811 147    
10 * 1=NVT, 2=RK, 
3=PCE, 4=Joods, 
5=Islam, 6=Human, 
7=anders 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 2,316 5 ,463 ,577 ,717 
Within Groups 113,954 142 ,802   
Total 116,270 147    
11 * 1=NVT, 2=RK, 
3=PCE, 4=Joods, 
5=Islam, 6=Human, 
7=anders 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 2,212 5 ,442 ,404 ,846 
Within Groups 155,646 142 1,096   
Total 157,858 147    
12 * 1=NVT, 2=RK, 
3=PCE, 4=Joods, 
5=Islam, 6=Human, 
7=anders 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 1,075 5 ,215 ,372 ,867 
Within Groups 82,006 142 ,578   
Total 83,081 147    
13 * 1=NVT, 2=RK, 
3=PCE, 4=Joods, 
5=Islam, 6=Human, 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 2,099 5 ,420 ,377 ,864 
Within Groups 158,084 142 1,113   
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7=anders Total 160,182 147    
14 * 1=NVT, 2=RK, 
3=PCE, 4=Joods, 
5=Islam, 6=Human, 
7=anders 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 6,440 5 1,288 1,145 ,340 
Within Groups 159,742 142 1,125   
Total 166,182 147    
15 * 1=NVT, 2=RK, 
3=PCE, 4=Joods, 
5=Islam, 6=Human, 
7=anders 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 3,934 5 ,787 1,008 ,416 
Within Groups 110,897 142 ,781   
Total 114,831 147    
16 * 1=NVT, 2=RK, 
3=PCE, 4=Joods, 
5=Islam, 6=Human, 
7=anders 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 2,223 5 ,445 ,673 ,645 
Within Groups 93,852 142 ,661   
Total 96,074 147    
17 * 1=NVT, 2=RK, 
3=PCE, 4=Joods, 
5=Islam, 6=Human, 
7=anders 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 1,495 5 ,299 ,404 ,845 
Within Groups 105,012 142 ,740   
Total 106,507 147    
18 * 1=NVT, 2=RK, 
3=PCE, 4=Joods, 
5=Islam, 6=Human, 
7=anders 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 3,646 5 ,729 ,844 ,521 
Within Groups 122,651 142 ,864   
Total 126,297 147    
19 * 1=NVT, 2=RK, 
3=PCE, 4=Joods, 
5=Islam, 6=Human, 
7=anders 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 4,743 5 ,949 ,761 ,579 
Within Groups 176,987 142 1,246   
Total 181,730 147    
20 * 1=NVT, 2=RK, 
3=PCE, 4=Joods, 
5=Islam, 6=Human, 
7=anders 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 6,465 5 1,293 1,001 ,420 
Within Groups 183,508 142 1,292   
Total 189,973 147    
 
 
 
